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ABSTRACT 
 
 Marketers incorporate young, attractive, and thin models in advertisements to help catch 
the attention of the viewer and showcase the product on display.  Recently, there has been an 
increase in the use of dangerously thin models in media images.  There is an association between 
exposure to idealized body images in advertisements and eating disorders (Botta, 1999; Harrison 
& Cantor, 1997; Stice, Schupak-Neuberg, Shaw, & Stein, 1994; Tiggermann & Pickering, 1996).  
Even though most women do not develop eating disorders, overexposure to exceptionally thin, 
attractive models may cause to develop a negative body image (Thorton & Moore, 1993). 
 Body satisfaction of college-aged women in relation to plus-size and thin models has not 
been widely studied.  As the United States population continues to become more diverse, 
marketers and advertisers may want to incorporate models of various sizes to appeal to a wider 
target market.  This study focused on college-aged women’s attitudes and perceptions of both 
plus-size and thin fashion models in advertisements.    
 Data was collected from 228 women at a Midwest University.  The college-aged, female 
participants in this study were contacted via University e-mail.  The participants were asked to 
electronically view a full-color photograph of a fashion model that appeared to be about the same 
age as the participant.  Size treatments were digitally applied to each of the three models so they 
appeared plus-size to some of the participants and thin to other participants, resulting in a 3x2 
research design.  The same questionnaire was distributed to each participant and was intended to 
explore participants’ feelings of similarity to the models, beliefs about the model’s appearance, 
purchase intention towards the models’ outfits, and personal body satisfaction. 
  
 
  
vii 
Results from the analyses showed the size of the model (plus-size vs. thin) only effected 
one research variable, beliefs about the model’s appearance.  Participants’ perceived no 
difference in fashionability of the model regardless of their size.  Participants in the current study 
also expressed the same level of perceived similarity to both the models (plus-size and thin) both 
in terms of overall life style and appearance and the shape of specific body parts.  The 
participants’ exposure to both plus-size and thin models had no effect on the perceived likeability 
of the model’s outfit and, subsequently, desire to purchase the model’s outfit.   
 This exploratory study provides incite into a relatively unexplored area of research.   
Findings from this study provide support for incorporating models of various sizes in apparel 
advertisements.  If marketers and advertisers employ models of diverse sizes they will appeal to 
a wider target of women and a great deal of success may be achieved.  A combination of body 
types in fashion advertisements may be the most effective marketing strategy of all.
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CHAPTER 1:  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 Attractive models have been used in advertisements to increase the appeal of the product 
on display.  However, within the last few decades there has become a widespread use of a model 
type that actually represents only a small portion of the population (e.g. Baker, Sivyer, & Towell, 
1998; Botta, 1999; Harrison & Cantor, 1997).  Advertisements today are filled with models that 
are extremely, if not dangerously, thin.  If people use models in advertisements as reference 
points for evaluating the self, overexposure to thin models in media may result in a skewed ideal 
of beauty and may negatively affect consumer’s physical and psychological health.  
Marketers have been using thin and attractive models in advertisements to catch women’s 
attention and to display the product in an appealing way because they believe that consumers 
have more positive attitudes towards thin models that represent the ideal standard of beauty 
popular in today’s society (Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 2001; Wiseman, Sunday, & 
Becker, 2005).  The marketer hopes that the positive attitude the consumer feels toward the 
model will be transferred to a favorable attitude toward the product on display (Henderson-King 
& Henderson-King; Wiseman et al., 2005).  Consequently, the positive attitude the consumer has 
toward the model and product may likely result in an increase in purchase intention and 
subsequent purchase of the product (Landon, 1974; Martin & Bush, 2000).   
 Researchers claim that exposure to thin and perfect models in media, such as television or 
magazines, have a negative effect on young women’s body image because they feel insufficient 
in comparison to media images (e.g., Baker et al., 1998; Botta, 1999; Harrison & Cantor, 1997).  
Self-esteem, body image, and psychological well being of average women are thought to be 
jeopardized with repeated exposure to unattainably thin models in advertisements (Adams & 
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Crossman, 1978; Faludi, 1991; Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; Itzin, 1986; Kilbourne, 1987; 
Silverstein, Perdue, Peterson, & Kelly, 1986).  
Correlational studies show a significant association between exposure to idealized body 
images in advertisements and eating disorders (Botta, 1999; Harrison & Cantor, 1997; Stice, 
Schupak-Neuberg, Shaw, & Stein, 1994; Tiggermann & Pickering, 1996).  Although a vast 
majority of women do not develop eating disorders, overexposure to extremely thin, highly 
attractive models may cause some to develop a negative body image (Thorton & Moore, 1993).  
Many women may have experienced some degradation in their body image and self-esteem 
because of the warped mainstream notions of beauty that are so popular today (Henderson-King 
& Henderson-King, 1997; Holmstrom, 2004).   
In contrast, there is evidence that some women who view highly attractive models 
become inspired to improve themselves, thus resulting in an upward shift in self-image (Collins, 
1996; Mussweiler & Strack, 2000).  Results of studies conducted by Crouch and Degelman 
(1998) and Meyers and Biocca (1992) have shown that exposure to thin models causes positive 
feelings in some women.  Other researchers claim that there is no direct relationship between 
exposure to ideal media images and women’s body image (e.g., Borzekowski, Robinson, & 
Killen, 2000; Cusumano & Thompson, 1997; Jane, Hunter, & Lozzi, 1999; Stice, 1998).  The 
lack of congruence in findings may possibly be due to the feelings of hopelessness engendered in 
as many or more women as is positive inspiration.  Simple statistics may generalize too much 
and obscure the existence of multiple effects of models on body image. 
Purpose 
Though there may be some positive outcomes from using thin, attractive models, there 
are still risks of causing psychological and even physiological damage to women whose self-
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perceptions do not live up to the grueling standards of thinness.  Because findings from extant 
research are inconclusive and contradictory, it is important to know more about how female 
consumers react to models in advertisements.  The purpose of this study was to examine 
women’s attitudes toward the use of different size models in advertisements.  This experimental 
study incorporated thin and plus-size models in apparel advertisements to explore what effects 
the two body types have on women’s attitudes toward the models and outfits they are wearing 
and consequent purchase intentions.  The study also investigated female consumers’ tendency to 
compare themselves to models in advertisements and whether this tendency influenced body 
satisfaction.   
There has been little research to date that explores the use of a more realistic body type in 
apparel advertisements.  There are very few studies that focus on plus-size women, and only one 
recent but not yet published study that investigated consumer attitudes toward plus-sized models 
in advertisements (Holmstrom, 2004; Yu & Damhorst, 2008).  The innovative study presented in 
this thesis will provide information concerning women’s attitudes, perceived similarity, and 
attraction toward thin versus plus-size models used in advertisements.   Understanding female 
consumer perceptions of models in advertisements might be of interest to marketers, 
merchandisers, and retail store owners, who want to improve communication with their target 
market and increase merchandise purchases due to more effective marketing.  If women perceive 
models who are similar to their own size as more credible and likeable, companies may want to 
incorporate more realistic models in product advertisements.  Positive attitudes toward the 
models might result in more positive attitudes toward the product; for example, consumers might 
perceive apparel products as more fashionable.  Ultimately, female consumers may benefit from 
this investigation, because if more realistic models are used in marketers’ communications about 
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new product, average or larger than average women may have an increase in their self-esteem 
and body satisfaction.    
 
Definitions 
 The following terms are used in this thesis: 
Appearance: “the total, composite image created by the human body and any modifications, 
embellishments, or coverings of the body that are visually perceived” (Kaiser, 1997, p. 4). 
Attitude: a predisposition to respond in a favorable or unfavorable manner to a particular 
stimulus during a particular exposure occasion (Lutz, 1985). 
Body Cathexis: “the degree of feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the various parts or 
processes of the body” (Secord & Jourard, 1953, p. 343). 
Body Image: “an individual’s self-concept of his body” (Fisher & Cleveland, 1968, p. v);  “the 
mental picture one has of his or her body at any given moment in time” (Kaiser, 1997, p. 98).  
Body Satisfaction: the degree of satisfaction with the appearance of one’s own body parts and 
features (Secord & Jourard, 1953).  
Credibility: The degree to which a viewer perceives another person as trustworthy, likeable, or 
unbiased (Kelly, 1972). 
Media: “an intervening agency that provides wide reaching communication and has significant 
influence” (Morris, 1975, p. 815). 
Self-Esteem: “the evaluation which the individual makes and customarily maintains with 
regards to her/himself” (Rosenberg, 1965, p. 5). 
Self-Perception: the process by which individuals think about and know themselves (Marshall, 
1994).  
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Socialization: the process through which individuals acquire “habits and values that are 
congruent with adaptation to their culture” (Baumrind, 1980, p. 640). 
 
Organization of Thesis 
 Chapter 2 includes a review of findings from previous research that provides support and 
rationale for the current study.  Findings are reported regarding influences on purchase 
intentions, similarity to models used in advertisements, attraction to models, and body 
satisfaction.  The theoretical framework of the study is presented.  Research hypotheses are 
formulated based on the theoretical framework and extant research findings.   
 Chapter 3 provides a summary of the pre-tests that were conducted to select stimuli for 
the study.  The method used in the main study is reported, including sample and stimuli 
description, instrument and stimuli development, stimuli pretests, measures, and experimental 
procedure.  Statistical procedures used to analyze the data are discussed.   
 Chapter 4 covers the results of the experiment.  It reports participant demographics, 
factor analysis and reliability of the measures, tests of the hypotheses, tests of experimental 
effects of model and model body size on variables, and relationships between research variables.  
Chapter 5 discusses conclusions and implications of the findings.  The last chapter discusses 
limitations of the current study and suggestions for future research.   
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CHAPTER 2: 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 The following chapter summarizes findings from previous studies that explored women’s 
perceived similarity and attraction to models in advertisements and how exposure to thin models 
affects personal body satisfaction.  Three theories form the basis of the theoretical framework in 
this study: theory of attraction, source credibility theory, and social comparison theory.  Based 
on the literature review and theoretical framework, research variables for this study were 
determined and specific objectives formulated.  To explore women’s perceptions and attitudes 
towards different size models and examine relationships between research constructs, the 
research hypotheses were developed and are presented in this chapter.      
Similarity to the Model 
Similarity to the model and attraction to the model often go hand in hand when a person 
views an advertisement (Buckley, 1984).  Byrne (1971) contended that in order for one person to 
be attracted to another, a feeling of similarity must exist.  In previous research, similarity in 
perceived attitudes had the greatest effect on attraction to a same-sex person, similarity in dress 
had the next greatest effect, while attractiveness of dress had the least effect on attraction 
(Buckley & Roach, 1981).  Thus, women may be more attracted to models in advertisements 
when they feel some sort of similarity to the model. 
Kozar and Damhorst (2008) found that older women (60 to 80 years old) who felt more 
similar to a model in an advertisement had strong positive beliefs about the model’s appearance, 
fashionability, and purchase intention.  Perceived similarity was influenced by perceived age of a 
model and had a positive effect on beliefs about the model’s appearance in terms of perceived 
attractiveness and impressiveness (Kozar & Damhorst, 2008).  Likewise, if younger women 
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perceive models who are similar to their own size as more attractive, fashionable, credible and 
likeable, companies may want to incorporate models of various sizes in their advertisements.  
The gap in previous research regarding perceived similarity to models in advertisements 
indicates a need to further explore the area.  
Fashionability of the Model  
Clayton et al. (1987) believed that it is important that models used in advertisements were 
perceived as fashionable in order to convince consumers that the apparel the models wear is 
fashionable and desirable for purchase.  The Clayton et al. study looked at effects of model 
weight on ratings of fashionability.  Among young female college students, age and body type of 
models significantly influenced the perceived fashionability of the model’s clothing (Clayton et 
al., 1987).   Younger models' clothing was perceived to be more fashionable than clothing worn 
by older (middle aged) models, and the clothing worn by heavier models was perceived as less 
fashionable than clothing worn by thinner models.  
Beliefs about the Model 
 Research has confirmed that attractive people are judged to be more successful, sexually 
warmer, more outgoing, and more intelligent than those who are less attractive (e.g., Dion, 
Berscheid, & Walster, 1972; Landy & Sigall, 1974).  The model’s face, hair, body shape, and 
dress can cause the viewer to have a negative or positive opinion about the model within seconds 
of viewing (Buckley, 1983).  
Effects of Comparison with Idealized Models 
 Thin and attractive models are used in advertisements to display the product in an 
appealing way because they represent the ideal standard of beauty popular in today’s society 
(Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 2001; Wiseman, Sunday, & Becker, 2005).  According to 
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Lasch (1978) and Mander (1977), when consumers view an idealized model in an advertisement, 
they consciously or unconsciously compare themselves or their lives to the admirable image.  
Results from a study conducted by Richins (1991) suggested that the use of idealized images in 
advertisements raised comparison standards for attractiveness and lowered satisfaction with 
one’s own attractiveness.  Field et al. (1999) found a positive linear relationship between 
women’s exposure to thin models and the prevalence of dieting or desire to lose weight, starting 
an exercise program, and a strong aspiration to look like the model in the advertisement.   
 Researchers such as Lasch (1978) and Horney (1937) found that exposure to extremely 
thin and attractive models leads to a feeling of unhappiness, anxiety, and discontent in average 
sized women.  Correlational studies show a prevalent association between exposure to idealized, 
thin models and eating disorders in some women (e.g., Botta, 1999; Harrison & Cantor, 1997; 
Tiggemann & Pickering, 1996).  However, Potter (1986) found that the average person 
understands that such advertised images are unrealistic and unattainable.  
Richins (1991) reported that women who were exposed to highly attractive, thin models 
used in advertisements expressed more negative feelings about their own body image than did 
women who were exposed to advertisements that did not contain a model.  Alternatively, 
Holmstrom (2004) found that women who viewed images of plus-size models had a positive 
shift in the perception of their own body image, possibly because of downward social 
comparison.  
 What happens when women are exposed to idealized models that are substantially 
different in size and body shape?  Women who viewed images of ideal, attractive models rated 
their own body image and attractiveness lower than did women who viewed neutral images with 
no model incorporated (Richins, 1991).  Also, women who viewed the ideal images and 
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expressed negative feelings about their own bodies, reported that they were less attracted to thin 
models used in advertisements (Henderson-King, Henderson-King, & Hoffmann, 2001).    
 There has been minimal research conducted that explored women’s perceptions of plus-
size models.  Holmstrom (2004) examined women’s attitudes towards larger size models.  
Participants who were exposed to pictures of overweight women reported feeling higher levels of 
satisfaction with their own bodies.  The limited past research highlights the need to conduct 
further investigation regarding women’s attraction to plus-size and thin models and to examine 
how exposure to models of different sizes affects a viewer’s feelings about her own body.   
 In many cultures a major component of evaluation of one’s self worth and personal 
identity stems from the constant monitoring and evaluation of one's own body and appearance 
(Rudd, 1997).  In the past, women in America were judged based on their physical appearance 
primarily, so attractiveness was viewed as the principle avenue to gaining power and success 
(Rudd & Lennon, 2000).  Rudd & Lennon (2000) found that college aged women still do feel the 
need to conform to the thin standard of beauty while at the same time seeking an array of 
accomplishments that are not necessarily related to the body and attractiveness. 
Steele and colleagues (Steele, 1988; Steele & Lui, 1983; Steele, Spencer, & Lynch, 1993) 
found evidence regarding the importance of self-affirmation in the maintenance of a positive 
self-concept among women after viewing ideal images.  On the other hand, some women may be 
discouraged by the apparent difference in their bodies and the ideal images in the media 
(Holmstrom, 2004).  Women are constantly reminded of the ideal contemporary standards of 
attractiveness by the pervasive media in modern culture, and many feel negative about the fact 
that they do not live up to these standards (Steele, 1988; Steele & Lui, 1983; Steele et al., 1993).   
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Many researchers agree that exposure to ideal images leads most women to compare 
themselves to the image and to feel negatively about their bodies, which may lead to unhealthy 
consequences for both psychological and physiological states (Botta, 1999; Harrison & Cantor, 
1997; Richins, 1991; Tiggemann & Pickering, 1996).  Richins (1991) found that women who 
viewed images of ideal models rated their own body image lower than did women who viewed 
neutral images with no model incorporated.  Similarly, Henderson-King et al. (2001) reported 
that women, who viewed ideal images, expressed negative feelings about their own bodies.  In 
contrast, Myers and Biocca (1992) found that exposure to ideal images caused some viewers to 
feel similar in body size and report more positive feelings toward their own body.  The diversity 
in previous findings indicates that there is not enough evidence to conclude that all women are 
negatively affected by exposure to images of ideal, thin models (Henderson-King & Henderson-
King, 1997; Richins, 1991; Stice & Shaw, 1994).   
With respect to larger-size models in advertisements, some women have a positive shift 
in their perceived body satisfaction after viewing heavier women (Holmstrom, 2004; Wiseman, 
et al., 2005).   Such comparison may give women recognition that they are slimmer than the 
plus-size model or a feeling of similarity that is reassuring.  There is an apparent need to further 
investigate how the use of plus-size models in advertising affects women’s body satisfaction and 
overall attitude toward the models of a more realistic size and weight.   
 
Theoretical Framework 
Theory of Attraction 
It is known that physical attractiveness is a highly valued attribute in our society.  Both 
males and females have the desire to be attractive and are drawn to others that are attractive 
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(Byrne, 1971).  The theory of attraction includes the process of attributing causation or 
motivation to a person’s behavior.  Scholars believe that attraction is strongly based on similarity 
(Byrne, Griffitt, & Stefaniak, 1967).  Reinforcement and attraction are positively correlated, in 
that the more reinforcement one gets for being attractive, the more attractive an individual feels 
(Byrne et al., 1967).  
Attraction is influenced by three major components: physical attractiveness, proximity, 
and similarity (DeVito, 1998).  People are drawn to others who are physically attractive, and 
there is evidence that attractive individuals prefer to interact with those who are equally 
attractive (Berscheid & Walster, 1974).  Proximity plays a large role in attraction.  The more you 
associate with another person and receive positive reinforcement, the more attracted you will be 
to them (DeVito, 1998).  Researchers have also found a strong correlation between the degree of 
perceived similarity between two individuals and the level of attraction (Infante, Rancer, & 
Womack, 1997).  The theory of attraction guides this study and provides a reference point for 
hypothesizing relationships between related research constructs, such as perceived similarity and 
the level of attraction to the model. 
Source Credibility 
 Source credibility focuses on how trustworthy, likeable, and expert a model or 
spokesperson appears in an advertisement (Kelly, 1972).  Credibility is in the eye of the viewer 
and is not determined by a single characteristic (Bettinghaus, 1968).  Dress, personal hygiene, 
eye contact, tone of voice and body language are all characteristics that influence the viewer’s 
perception of credibility (Bettinghaus, 1968).  The level of perceived credibility of models used 
in advertisements may have a positive effect on purchase intention of the product on display 
(Gotlieb & Sarel, 1991) 
  
12 
 Research has shown that credibility depends on the viewer’s perception of two main 
variables: expertise and trustworthiness (Dholakia & Sternthal, 1977).  Highly credible sources 
are included in advertisements to help influence the viewer (Eagley, Wood, & Chaiken, 1978).  
There is evidence that women who feel more similar to the model in an advertisement may have 
positive beliefs about the model’s perceived fashionability, appearance, and attractiveness 
(Kozar & Damhorst, 2008).  If a viewer has positive beliefs about the model, she is likely to have 
more favorable perception of the outfit the model is wearing.  Marketers assume that thin and 
attractive models are perceived as more credible because this is the standard of the beauty in 
contemporary American society.  Therefore, higher credibility of the model might be transferred 
to the outfits they wear, and the outfits might be perceived as more fashionable.  
Social Comparison Theory 
 Social comparison theory purports that people look to outside images or other people in 
order to evaluate themselves (Festinger, 1954).  People often make upward comparisons and 
compare themselves to others who seem better in some way.  On the other hand, some people 
compare themselves downward to people who are less fortunate in order to feel better about 
themselves.  Festinger (1954) also proposed that people do not compare themselves to other 
people who seem too dissimilar.   
 Most fashion models in advertisements today are thinner than 98% of women, especially 
with the abundant and increasing use of digital enhancement in the advertising industry (Levine 
& Somlak, 1996).  Young women feel the need to conform to desirable groups and individuals, 
which explains the upward comparisons they may make to the models in advertisements 
(Wiseman et al., 2005).  When young women compare themselves to models in advertisements, 
they often feel badly about their bodies because they don’t measure up (e.g., Richins, 1991).  In 
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the present study, social comparison processes are relevant to understanding how and whether 
young women compare themselves to attractive plus-size models who violate a strong 
prescription of current beauty ideals in mainstream U.S. society—the requirement for body 
thinness.  It is important to understand whether young women’s tendency to compare themselves 
to fashion models in advertisements influences their satisfaction with their own bodies.  And 
from an apparel marketing perspective, it is important to understand whether comparisons of self 
to plus-size models influences intentions to purchase garments displayed by the not-so-ideal 
models. 
 
Research Objectives  
1)   Develop and validate apparel advertising stimuli that incorporate models of two different 
weights/sizes. 
2)   Examine young female consumers’ purchase intentions toward apparel worn by models 
of two different body sizes. 
3) Evaluate perceived similarities between young women and different size models and 
relate this to the social comparison process. 
4) Examine women’s level of attraction to and beliefs about different size models in 
advertisements. 
5) Examine women’s level of attraction to the outfits worn by different size models.  
6) Explore what effect personal body image plays in the evaluation of different size models. 
 
 The main purpose of this study was to test how participants perceived models of two 
body sizes (i.e., thin and plus-size) and how those perceptions influenced purchase intention 
for apparel products advertised by the models.  The theories of social comparison, source 
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credibility and attraction served as inspiration when selecting variables for the study.  Social 
comparison theory led to inclusion of measures of social comparison with models and body 
satisfaction.  The theory of attraction led to inclusion of measures of beliefs about the 
model’s appearance, perceived similarity, perceived fashionability of the model’s outfit, an 
attitude towards the model. 
 
Hypotheses 
 Most researchers concur that advertising images are not realistic and that fashion models 
are much thinner than the average woman (Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 1997; Rudd & 
Lennon, 2000; Holmstrom, 2004).  The use of unattainably thin models leads to feelings of 
unhappiness, anxiety, and discontent among frequently exposed viewers (Lasch, 1978; Horney, 
1937).  However, empirical evidence suggests that some people recognize that these types of 
images are unrealistic (Potter, 1986).  Such recognition may help ease negative impact upon the 
self images of observers of advertising.  Often times a person’s attitudes towards an ideal image 
can be skewed by their personal body image, self-esteem, or self worth (Potter, 1986).  For 
example, some consumers have been found to be positively inspired rather than negatively 
affected by thin models in advertising (Collins, 1996; Mussweiler & Strack, 2000). 
 Advertisers use attractive, thin, young models because they are seen and accepted as 
beautiful in our society.  Marketers have been using thin and attractive models in advertisements 
because they believe that consumers have more positive attitudes towards thin models, who 
represent the ideal standard of beauty popular in today’s society (Henderson-King & 
Henderson-King, 2001; Wiseman, Sunday, & Becker, 2005).  Once a person is exposed to thin, 
beautiful models an endless number of times in the media and concurrently hears and observes 
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frequent social reinforcement of individuals who are thin, a person becomes accustomed to 
believing thinness is the only attractive body form for women.   
 On the basis of previous research findings of impacts of media beauty norms on women 
and predisposition of advertisers to feature thin models in advertisements, it can be 
hypothesized that:    
• Hypothesis 1: After viewing a female apparel model, intention to purchase the outfit 
she is wearing will be higher when the model is thin rather than plus-size. 
 Perceived similarity with another person can lead to liking or preference for the other 
(Mathes, Brennen, Haugen, & Rice, 1985).  Festinger (1954) proposed in social comparison 
theory that individuals do not compare themselves with other people who seem too dissimilar 
from themselves.  To date, there have been few studies that have incorporated the outcomes of 
female consumer’s social comparison with and attraction toward plus-sized models.   
However, in advertising in general, there is a relationship between perceived similarity to 
a model and attitude toward the model (Landon, 1974).  Older female consumers’ perceptions of 
similarity to fashion models was found to be significantly related to purchase intention of the 
outfits the models were wearing (Kozar & Damhorst, 2008). Thus, the following hypothesis is 
proposed: 
• Hypothesis 2:  Perceived similarity to an apparel model is positively related to 
purchase intention of the outfit the model is wearing. 
 People often make judgments and predictions about individuals based solely on their 
appearance and dress.  The outfit the model is wearing may affect the participant’s views of her 
attractiveness because dress plays a large role in a person’s appearance (Buckley & Haefner, 
1984).  Buckley and Roach (1981) found that similarity in attitudes had the greatest effect on 
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attraction; similarity in dress had less impact; and attractiveness of dress had the least effect on 
attraction.   
 Physical attractiveness of the model in an advertisement may have a positive effect on 
participants’ desire to purchase the product on display (Petroshius & Crocker, 1989).  Similarly, 
when older women’s beliefs about fashion models in advertisements were analyzed, beliefs 
about the models, including their attractiveness, had a significant effect on purchase intentions 
of the model’s outfit (Kozar & Damhorst, 2008).  The relationship between beliefs about the 
model and purchase intention supports the importance of the next hypothesis: 
• Hypothesis 3:  Beliefs about the apparel model’s appearance are positively related to 
purchase intention toward the apparel worn by the model. 
 Body satisfaction is the degree of satisfaction with the appearance of one’s own body 
parts and features (Secord & Jourard, 1953).  The way a person feels about her body can affect 
numerous aspects of her life.  Body satisfaction has been found to play a large role in self-esteem 
and in many disorders that affect the health and well being of adolescent and young adult women 
(Cash & Pruzinsky, 1990).  As suggested, there is a relationship between attraction to the model 
and attitude towards the model. 
 Numerous scholars have examined the content and amount of mass media related to thin 
body shape or size.  Findings have indicated that the number of dieting articles or articles 
related to being thin has significantly increased since the 1950s (Garner et al., 1980; Snow & 
Harris, 1986; Wiseman et al., 1992).  It has been suggested that when thinner women are 
exposed to slim models in advertisements, they are more likely to positively evaluate their own 
sexual attractiveness, while heavier women felt a more negative self-evaluation (Henderson-
King & Henderson-King, 1997).   
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 The more a person cares about the way they look and the way others view them, the 
more the person may be affected by repeated exposures to thin women in advertising 
(Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 1997).  A tendency to view fashion models in ads and 
compare themselves to the ads may negatively impact women’s satisfaction with their own 
body.  Therefore, in congruence with past findings, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
• Hypothesis 4: There is a relationship between participants’ propensity to compare 
themselves to fashion models in advertisements and participants’ level of body 
satisfaction.   
 
Based on previous research by Clayton, et al. (1987), it is expected that the size of the 
model will have an effect on the perceived fashionability of the model.  Therefore, it is 
hypothesized that:  
• Hypothesis 5: The thin model is perceived as more fashionable than the plus-size 
model.   
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CHAPTER 3: 
METHOD 
 The following chapter includes a detailed description of pre-tests that were conducted to 
select and evaluate stimuli for the current study.  Next, the method that was used to test the 
hypotheses is discussed and the developed instrument is described.  Scales to measure research 
constructs were selected from previous studies.  The chapter also includes a description of the 
procedures used to recruit participants and collect and analyze data.   
 An on-line questionnaire was used as the data collection method for this study.  Based 
on the pre-test results, three plus-size models were selected to create their thin versions using an 
editing software, resulting in a total of six stimuli—two versions, thin and plus, of each model.  
A color photograph, one version of one of the three fashion models, was presented 
electronically to the participants as a stimulus.  Each participant was randomly assigned to view 
one of the six images.  An experimental 3x2 (models by body size) research design was used to 
explore the differences in participants’ attitudes towards the models.  After viewing 
photographs, participants were asked to complete a questionnaire designed to assess their 
feelings towards the stimuli.     
   
PRE-TEST 
 The pre-test was conducted at a large Midwestern university in November of 2007.  The 
purpose of the pre-test was to narrow down the models from five to three based on the 
participants’ ratings of attractiveness of the models.  During extra credit sessions held in a 
classroom setting, the participants were asked to view projected images of five plus-size models 
in repeated measures fashion and rate them on perceived attractiveness.  
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Stimuli 
 The five models were obtained from the on-line website of a plus-size apparel retailer.  
All five of the images contained only the model with most of the model’s body (lower thigh to 
top of head) visible.  All of the plus-size models looked similar in terms of age (late teens or 
early 20s) and appeared to be the same age as pretest participants.   The models probably wore 
sizes 12-16, but appeared plus-size because of their contrast with thin models usually depicted 
in fashion advertising.  Three of the models were wearing causal black shirts, one model was 
wearing a black knee length jacket, and one of the models was wearing a knit grey and white 
horizontal striped shirt.  All of the models were wearing minimal jewelry, either a bracelet or 
small necklace.  The pants were not completely visible in the images, but four of the models 
were wearing jeans and one was wearing black pants.  All of the model’s outfits could be 
classified as every-day campus or business casual clothing, appropriate for the participants’ age 
range.  The backgrounds of the advertisements were blank with no verbal or logo content (See 
Appendix C). 
Procedure  
 Fifty-four female undergraduate students between the ages of 18 and 23, enrolled in 
textiles and clothing classes, volunteered to participate in the study for the reward of extra credit 
class points.  The pre-test sessions were conducted four times, and the students were asked to 
attend one of the four sessions.  The researcher explained the purpose of the study and the 
experiment procedure.  The participants were informed of any risks and their rights and were 
told that any questions in the survey could be skipped.   After the participants were presented 
with this information they signed a consent form that was attached to the survey and separated 
from their answers to maintain confidentiality.  To ensure research ethics and participants 
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rights, this study was approved by the Human Subjects Research Office.  Before each 
participant began the survey, they read a research introduction letter with elements of consent.  
Informed consent document submitted to the Institutional Review Board is included in 
Appendix A. 
 The experiment was held in the same classroom for all of the sessions.  The classroom 
was equipped with a computer, projector and screen so all the participants easily viewed the 
electronic images.  To limit order bias, students in all four sessions saw the five models in a 
different order.  The models were labeled with the letters F, B, H, C, and L.  
 One electronic image of the model was displayed at a time, and the participants 
answered 44 questions about each of the five models.  All of the participants completed the 
same items for each of the stimulus models.  After the participants rated all five models one at a 
time, all of the models were presented to participants standing side by side, and the participants 
were asked to rate the three most attractive models.   All of the participants completed the same 
items for each of the stimulus models (See Appendix D for questionnaire).   
Results  
 The average age of the participants was 20 (29.6%), and they wore an average clothing 
size of 2 to 4 (25.9%).  Their clothing sizes ranged from 00 to 16.  Most of the participants, 48%, 
said they shopped once a week.  The majority of participants reported spending $50-$150 on 
clothing (52%) and $0-$20 on non-clothing items (54%) during an average shopping trip.   
 Means of ratings of the models were calculated.  The top three most attractive models 
were determined based on the ratings and were included in the main study.  Results showed that 
Model B (28%), Model H (28%) and Model C (24%) were perceived as the most attractive by 
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the participants, while Model F was less attractive (10%) and Model L was the least attractive 
(8%).    
 
Experimental Study for Hypotheses Testing 
 The main study was conducted in experimental design format.  An on-line survey was 
used to gather data for hypotheses testing.  A color photograph of a fashion model, either thin or 
plus-size, was presented electronically to the participants as a stimulus.  The participants 
completed the survey that included questions to explore participants’ attitudes and feelings 
towards the model they saw.   
Participants 
 The main study employed a random sample drawn from female University students who 
were 18 years and older.  The Office of the Registrar provided a random list of female students’ 
e-mail addresses, and the survey link was distributed via e-mail.  E-mail recipients were asked 
to voluntarily participate in the study.  They were informed that they would be rewarded for 
participation with the chance to win one of two gift cards for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill or 
Target in the amount of twenty-five dollars.  
 Stimuli 
  The three most attractive models, as determined in the pre-test, were used to develop 
stimuli for the experiment.  The three plus-size models were digitally thinned using Adobe 
Photoshop to create two versions – thin and plus-size – of each model.  
  Manipulation check.  In order to determine the perceived body size and clothing size of 
each of the two versions of the models, a second pre-test or manipulation check was conducted.  
The second pre-test was voluntarily competed by nine students who were enrolled in TC 165 at 
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Iowa State University during the summer of 2008.  The nine participants were awarded 10 points 
of extra credit towards their final course grade.  Two of the participants were male and the other 
seven were female.   
  The participants viewed all plus-size and thin versions of each of the three models in a 
form of handout.  The participants viewed the plus-size and thin model at the same time on the 
piece of paper and completed a questionnaire that consisted of 12 items to help determine the 
model’s perceived weight, clothing, and body size.  Questions such as: Which model appears to 
be a larger body size?, W4hich model appears to weigh more?, What clothing size do you think 
model A is wearing?, and What clothing size do you think model B is wearing? were included.  
(Appendix G).  All of the participants reported a perceived difference in body and clothing size 
between the larger and smaller versions of the models.  
  Description of models.  To protect the rights of the photographers, the on-line retailer, 
and the models, the photographs will not be entirely reprinted in this thesis.  Their faces have 
been masked (See Appendix I). 
 Model 1 was wearing an un-tucked black button down collared shirt with three quarter 
length sleeves.  Her straight, blonde hair is behind her back and the front layers fall about two 
inches below her shoulders.  She is wearing blue jeans, large gold earrings, and a large long gold 
necklace with a black pendent.  The plus-size version of the model appears to be a clothing size 
14-15, and the thin version appears to be a 6-7, according to the pre-test results.     
 Model 2 was wearing a black knit, scoop neck, three quarter length sleeved shirt with 
tiny red and white stars incorporated throughout the knit.  Her curly, jet-black hair falls about 
three to four inches below her shoulders, and she has side swept bangs.  She was also wearing 
blue jeans, a black bracelet on her right wrist and a long gold and black necklace.  The plus-size 
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version of the model appeared to be a clothing size 14-15, and the thin version appeared to be a 
6-7, according to the pre-test results. 
 Model 3 is wearing a tunic style knit top with horizontal black and white stripes.  Her 
curly, blonde hair is about two inches past her shoulders, and she has side swept bangs as well.  
She is wearing black pants, a wide black belt worn couple inches higher than her waistline, and a 
silver bracelet on her left wrist.  The plus-size version of the model appeared to be a clothing size 
14-15, and the thin version appeared to be a 4-5, according to the pre-test results. 
Instrument    
  Comparison of self with models.  Questions pertaining to social comparison were 
included in the questionnaire to explore participants’ tendency to compare the self with the 
fashion model in the stimulus ad and in fashion ads in general.  Participants were asked to report 
their feelings after reading seven questions such as: “When I saw the model in the ad I am rating, 
I thought about how well or how badly I look compared to the model” or “Ads for clothing make 
me feel dissatisfied with the way I look.”  The questions in this section were based on a slightly 
modified version of the self-esteem scale that was developed by Rosenberg (1965) and tested by 
Richins (1991).  The original scale included seven items and participants were asked how true or 
false the statements were; the modified version used the same seven items but participants were 
asked to agree or disagree with the statements on a 7-point scale.  The internal reliability of the 
scale was .86 (Richins, 1991).  (See Appendix J). 
  Perceived similarity to model.  The feeling of similarity to others serves as reference for 
self-evaluation (Festinger, 1954).  The instrument included eight questions that measured 
participants’ perceived similarity to the model.  Participants evaluated perceived similarity to the 
model using attributes such as overall lifestyle, dress, appearance, attractiveness, and body shape 
  
24 
on a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  This scale has 
been tested in previous studies (Appiah, 2001; Kozar, 2004; Whittler, 1989).   
  Participants were also asked to evaluate their perceived similarity to the fashion model 
in terms of specific body parts.  The participants were asked to report their perceived similarity 
to the model’s hairstyle, body shape, height, weight, face, bust size, hip size, waist size, thigh 
shape, and arm shape.  The 7-point Likert type scale ranged from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree.  The attributes were adapted from Cash (2000), except that arm shape as a separate item 
from bust area was delineated from the list of body part components included in the Cash 
measure.   The internal consistency of the scale was .76 (Cash, 2000).  
  Perceived likeability of model’s outfit.  The level of perceived likeability of the model’s 
outfit was measured with four questions related to likeability and attraction to the model’s outfit.  
The participant’s likeability of the model’s outfit was measured with a 7-point Likert type scale 
ranging from 1 (Strongly dislike) to 7 (Strongly like).  The items included in this measure were 
developed for this study and tested in the pre-test.  The internal consistency of the scale was .94. 
  Beliefs about model’s appearance.  A scale previously developed by Petroshius and 
Crocker (1989) was modified to measure participants’ beliefs about the model’s appearance.  
Petroshius and Crocker (1989) examined consumers’ beliefs and attitudes towards 
advertisements containing spokespersons, similar to the current study in that fashion models 
substitute as “spokespersons.”  In this study, participants were asked to rate the fashion model on 
the following items using a 7-point ordered set of options: Boring/Interesting, 
Unappealing/Appealing, Unimpressive/Impressive, Not Eye Catching/Eye Catching, and 
Unattractive/Attractive.  The internal consistency of the scale ranged from .75 to .87 when 
college-aged students were tested by Petroshius and Crocker (1989).  The scale was slightly 
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modified because two additional items specifically related to credibility; Not Credible/Credible 
and Not Trustworthy/Trustworthy, were added to add to the direct assessment of model 
credibility and were previously incorporated in a study by Kim (1995).   
  Perceived fashionability of model.  Participants were asked to evaluate the 
fashionability, attractiveness, and style of the model in four questions.  The questions related to 
perceived fashionability of the model are based on a previously tested scale (Kozar & Damhorst, 
2008; Clayton et al., 1987).  Clayton et al. did not report the reliability of the fashionability scale, 
but the reliability was .93 when Kozar & Damhorst tested the scale.  
 Purchase intention.  The participants were asked to evaluate their purchase intention 
towards the model’s outfit.  To measure purchase intention, a 4-item scale was used that was 
previously tested by Kozar & Damhorst (2008).  The participants were asked how likely they 
were to purchase various elements of the model’s outfit based on a 7-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (Not likely at all) to 7  (Very likely).  The internal consistency of the scale was 
reported as .93 (Kozar & Damhorst, 2008).    
 Body satisfaction.  To examine participants’ satisfaction with their own bodies, the 
Body-Area Satisfaction Scale (BASS) was adapted for the current study.  The original BASS 
included eight physical attributes that were measured in distinct body categories: face (facial 
features, completion), hair (color, thickness, texture), lower torso (buttocks, hips, thighs, legs), 
mid torso (waist, stomach), upper torso (breasts, shoulders, arms), muscle tone, weight, and 
height (Cash, 2000; Cash & Henry, 1995; Kozar & Damhorst, 2008;).  For this study, the BASS 
was modified to be consistent with the model similarity evaluation scale, so that arms, breasts, 
hip shape, waist size, and thigh shape were all measured separately using a 7-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly dislike) to 7 (Strongly like).  The participants were asked to rate 
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their levels of satisfaction of their own bodies.  The internal reliability of the BASS scale was 
found to be .73 (Cash, 2000). 
 Body mass index.  Body mass index (BMI) is a commonly used measure of body mass, 
calculated by the weight of an individual adjusted by height (Eknoyan, 2008).  Body mass index 
can be defined as the individual's body weight in kilograms divided by the square root of their 
height in centimeters (Eknoyan, 2008).  The scale defines that individuals with a BMI under 16.5 
are severely underweight, 16.5-18.5 are underweight, 18.5-24.9 are normal, 25-29.9 are 
overweight, 30-35 are obese, 36-40 are clinically obese, and above 40 are morbidly obese 
(Eknoyan, 2008).  However, BMI does not take into account proportion of muscle mass and bone 
density, so the score must be interpreted with caution.  Questions were asked at the end of the 
survey regarding weight and height in order to calculate participant’s BMI.  Other questions 
were included to describe participants’ sample: age, ethnic background, college standing, 
citizenship, and apparel size of the participant. 
Procedure 
 The participants were contacted via e-mail and asked to participate in the study.  To 
ensure research ethics and participants rights, this study was approved by the Human Subjects 
Research Office.  Before each participant began the survey on the website, they read a research 
introduction letter with elements of consent.  The informed consent document submitted to the 
Institutional Review Board is included in Appendix B.  The procedures of the study were 
explained in detail in the consent form and the participant was asked to check the “agree to 
participate” button on the screen before beginning the survey.   
 Each participant was randomly assigned to view only one image, either a thin or plus 
size version of the three models, and answered multiple questions in relation to the model, her 
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outfit, personal body satisfaction, and demographics.  Approximately equal numbers of 
participants viewed each model, and at least 20 participants viewed and answered the 
questionnaire for each version of each model.   All of the participants completed the same 
questionnaire.  
Data Analysis  
 The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used in this study to conduct 
data analyses.  First, a general examination of the data was conducted by assessing the frequency 
distributions, means, and standard deviations.  Next, correlational relationships were explored 
regarding women’s perceptions of plus-size and thin models used in advertisements.   
  Principle components factor analyses with orthogonal rotation were used for data 
reduction and to check construct validity of measures.  Factor analyses were conducted for all the 
variables on items measuring social comparison, perceived similarity to the model, beliefs about 
the model’s appearance, perceived fashionability of the model, purchase intention toward the 
model’s outfit, and body satisfaction.  The internal reliability of multiple item measures was 
evaluated using Cronbach's alpha.  Only the measures with alpha levels above .7 were 
considered as reliable (Nunnally, 1978).  Decision rules for combing multi-item variables into 
one score were based on the factor analyses, reliabilities of the measures, eigenvalues above 1.0, 
and cut-off points in substantial drops in eigenvalue scree plots.   
 After each measure was tested for normal distribution, multivariate analysis of variance 
tests were conducted.  ANOVAs were conducted to test for experimental effects on: perceived 
fashionability of the model, perceived likeability of the model’s outfit, beliefs about the model’s 
appearance, and purchase intention of the model’s outfit.  Tukey tests were also conducted to 
account for the difference in means among the different models.  To understand further 
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interrelationships between the variables and to reduce Type II errors in interpretation, 
MANOVAs were conducted.  The MANOVAs tested the between-subjects effects of the model 
and size treatments on participant’s desire to compare themselves to the model, perceived 
similarity to the model, perceived fashionability of the models, beliefs about the model’s 
appearance, purchase intentions toward the model’s outfit and personal body satisfaction.  
Simple linear regression analyses also were conducted to test some of the hypotheses of this 
study.  Covariates of beliefs about the model’s appearance, the participants’ weight, body 
satisfaction and BMI were all denoted to control for characteristics of individuals that might 
influence experimental effects.  
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CHAPTER 4: 
RESULTS 
 
 This chapter includes the preliminary data analyses and tests of the hypotheses.  The 
preliminary data analysis includes an overview of the sample, factor analyses, reliability of 
measures, and descriptive statistics regarding participants’ feelings of similarity to the models, 
beliefs about the model’s appearance, purchase intention towards the models’ outfits, and 
personal body satisfaction.  MANOVAs were used to test the between-subjects effects of the 
model and size treatments on participant’s desire to compare themselves to the model, perceived 
similarity to the model, perceived fashionability of the model, beliefs about the model’s 
appearance, purchase intentions towards the model’s outfit, and personal body satisfaction.   
Simple linear regression analyses were conducted to test the hypotheses of this study.  Finally, to 
understand further interrelationships between the variables, MANOVAs with covariates were 
conducted.   
Overview of Sample 
  The e-mail invitations went out to a random sample of 1,200 students.  A total of 228 
female university students ranging from 18 to 45 years of age participated in the study.  The 
response rate was 19% (228 out of 1,200).  The mean chronological age of the participants was 
23.83.  The mean height of the participants was 5 feet, 5.10 inches, and their mean weight was 
147.86 pounds. For the current study, the average BMI of the participants was 24.23, which falls 
in the upper end of the normal range.        
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  Table 4.1 shows the distribution of the number of participants who viewed each version 
of the models.  The breakdown was fairly even; the number of participants who viewed each 
model ranged from 33 to 44.   
 
Table 4.1. Distribution of Participants for the Six Stimuli. 
 
      Frequency      Percent 
 
Model A  
  Plus-size version (A1)  36     15.8 
  Thin version (A2)   36     15.8 
Model B 
  Plus-size version (B1)  44     19.4 
  Thin version (B2)   39     17.3 
Model C 
  Plus-size version (C1)   33     14.2 
  Thin version (C2)   40     17.5 
 
  Total                             228     100 
 
 
  Table 4.2 shows demographic characteristics of the sample.  The participants 
represented a variety of clothing sizes ranging from size 1 to 20 and above, with a mean clothing 
size of 8.  The sample represented the population with a variety of university classifications, but 
over-represented higher class levels among students.  The largest classification groups were 
senior (38.2 percent), graduate students (28.5 percent), and juniors (22.4 percent).  The sample 
represented some diversity of ethnicities and nationalities.   As seen in table 4.2, the majority of 
the sample (81.6 percent) was European American and the remaining 18.4 percent belonged to 
other ethnicities, primarily Asian.  Of the participants, 88.1 percent were United States citizens, 
and the remaining 11.8 percent were citizens of other nations. 
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Table 4.2. Demographics of the Sample. 
 
         Frequency         Percent 
 
Clothing size (n= 225) 
  1        22   9.8 
  3        27   12.1 
  5        46   20.4 
  7        30   13.3 
  9        20   8.9 
  11        24   10.7  
  13        17   7.6  
  15        10   4.4 
  17        12   5.3  
  19        3   1.3 
  20 and above       14   6.2 
 
University Classification (n= 227) 
  Freshmen       6   2.6 
  Sophomore       17   7.6 
  Junior        51   22.5 
  Senior        87   38.3 
  Graduate Student       65   28.6 
  Special Student      1   0.4 
 
Ethnicity (n= 226) 
  Caucasian or European American     183   81.0 
  Black or African American     6   2.7 
  Hispanic or Latino American     4   1.8 
  Asian or Asian American     26   11.4 
  All other Ethnicities       7   3.1 
 
Citizenship (n= 227)  
  United States Citizen      200   88.1 
  Other Citizenship      27   11.9 
 
   
 
Factor Analyses 
 
  For purposes of data reduction, principle components factor analyses were conducted 
with orthogonal rotation.  Items were considered to belong to a factor if they had loadings of .50 
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or higher.  Factors with eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater were considered for interpretation of 
factors.  
  Comparison of self with models.  To analyze the frequency with which the participants 
compared themselves with models in advertisements, seven items (see Table 4.3) were included 
to measure social comparison.  Two factors were extracted.  The eigenvalue for the strongest 
factor was above 3.00 and explained 51 percent of the total variance.  The second strongest 
factor had an eigenvalue over 1.00 and explained an additional 20 percent of the total variance 
(Table 4.3).  Items in Factor 1 related to the level of dissatisfaction with ones’ own body after 
being exposed to models and comparing the self with models in advertising.  Items in Factor 2 
related to looking at advertisements to help in decision making when dressing for a specific 
occasion.  Factor 1 was used as a covariate to evaluate participant’s propensity to compare 
themselves with models in advertisements.      
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Table 4.3. Comparison of Self with Fashion Models Factor Analysis. 
 
Items              Factor Loadings         Factor Loadings
 
 
         Factor 1  Factor 2  
* When I saw the model, I thought about  
   how well or how badly I look compared 
   to the model.      .61   .35  
 
* When I see ads for personal care, I think  
   about how well or how badly I look 
   compared to that model.     .77   .37 
 
* Ads for clothing make me feel dissatisfied 
   with the way I look.      .83   .05 
 
* Ads for personal care make me feel dissatisfied 
   with the way I look.      .86   .09 
 
* I have wished I looked more like the models  
   in personal care ads.     .80   .08 
 
* When dressing for a special occasion or buying  
   clothes, I look at ads to give me ideas about  
   how I should look.      .08   .93 
 
* When dressing for a special occasion or buying  
   personal care items, I look at ads to give me  
   ideas about how I should look.    .21   .90 
 
Eigenvalue          3.58     1.41 
% of Variance       51.18   20.17 
Cronbach’s alpha           .85       .86 
 
Factor loadings based on a 2-factor rotated solution. 
Underlined items represent the stronger factor relationship. 
 
   Perceived similarity to the models.  Perceived similarity to the fashion model was 
measured with items in which the participant compared the self to the models on eight 
descriptive questions and nine specific body parts.  Table 4.4 shows factor structure of the 
measure.  The factor analysis resulted in one factor with an eigenvalue over 4.00, which 
explained over 58 percent of the total variance.  Communalities among the eight items ranged 
from .33 to .75, and factor loadings ranged from .58 to .86.   
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Table 4.4. Perceived Similarity to Models Factor Analysis. 
 
Items           Factor Loadings 
 
I feel that my overall lifestyle is similar to the model     .67 
I feel that my overall dress is similar to the model      .58 
I feel that my appearance is similar to the model      .86 
I feel that I have similar basic values with the model     .59 
I feel similar to the model in terms of attractiveness      .77 
I feel similar to the model in terms of body shape     .86 
I feel similar to the model in terms of weight      .84 
I feel similar to the model in terms of body size     .86 
 
Eigenvalue          4.65 
% of Variance         58.08 
Cronbach’s alpha         .90  
 
  
  The participants were also asked to rate perceived similarity of their own bodies to 
specific body parts of the fashion model.  The factor analysis showed only one factor with an 
eigenvalue over 5.00, explaining over 57 percent of the total variance (Table 4.5).  All of the 
items were positively loaded, with loadings ranging from .53 to .90.  The communalities of the 
nine items ranged from .30 to .82.      
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Table 4.5. Perceived Similarity to Model Body Parts Factor Analysis. 
 
Items           Factor Loadings 
 
Body Shape          .90 
Height           .55 
Weight           .88 
Face           .53 
Bust Size          .68 
Hip Size          .89 
Waist Size          .86 
Thigh Shape          .86 
Arm Shape          .84 
 
Eigenvalue            5.76 
% of Variance         57.59 
Cronbach’s alpha              .92 
 
 
  Perceived likeability of the model’s outfit.  The participants were asked questions 
regarding likeability of the model’s outfit.  There were four items that measured participants’ 
perceived likeability of the model’s outfit.  The four items loaded into one factor, with an 
eigenvalue over 2.00 and explaining 89 percent of the variance (Table 4.6).  All of the items 
were positively loaded, with loadings ranging from .94 to .96.  The communalities for the five 
items ranged from .88 to .93.   
  Beliefs about the model’s appearance.  There were seven items used to evaluate 
participant’s beliefs about the model’s appearance.  These items related to the perceived level of 
appeal, interest, credibility, trustworthiness, and attractiveness of the models.  One factor was 
extracted with an eigenvalue greater than 4.00, explaining over 56 percent of the total variance 
(Table 4.7).  All seven items were positively loaded, with loadings ranging from .46 to .90.  
Communalities for the seven items ranged from 65 to .82. 
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Table 4.6. Likeability of the Model’s Outfit Factor Analysis. 
 
Items           Factor Loadings 
 
How much do you like the top the model is wearing?    .89 
How much do you like the outfit the model is wearing?    .88 
How much are you attracted to the top the model is wearing?   .89 
How much are you attracted to the outfit the model is wearing?   .88 
 
Eigenvalue          3.55 
% of Variance         88.62 
Cronbach’s alpha         .96 
 
 
 
Table 4.7. Beliefs about the Apparel Model’s Appearance Factor Analysis. 
 
Items           Factor Loadings 
 
Model is interesting         .67 
Model is appealing         .72 
Model is impressive         .73 
Model is eye catching         .70 
Model is attractive         .46 
Model is credible         .86 
Model is trustworthy         .90 
 
Eigenvalue          4.51 
% of Variance         56.41 
Cronbach’s alpha         .87 
 
 
 Perceived fashionability of model.  The perceived fashionability of the model was 
evaluated using four items.  Factor analysis showed one factor with an eigenvalue over 3.00, 
which explained over 78 percent of the variance (Table 4.8).  All four items were positively 
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loaded, with loadings ranging from .80 to .93.  The communalities of each item ranged from .63 
to .86.   
Table 4.8. Perceived Fashionability of Apparel Model Factor Analysis. 
 
Items           Factor Loadings 
 
Fashionable          .91  
Current           .91  
Attractive          .80 
Up-to-date          .93 
 
Eigenvalue          3.13 
% of Variance         78.36 
Cronbach’s alpha          .89 
 
 
  Purchase intention.  Four items were used to assess participants’ intention to purchase 
the clothing the model was wearing.  As a result of the analyses, one factor was extracted with an 
eigenvalue over 3.00, explaining over 79 percent of the total variance (Table 4.9).  All four items 
were positively loaded, with loadings ranging from .80 to .93.  Communalities of the four items 
ranged from .64 to .86.   
Table 4.9. Purchase Intention Factor Analysis. 
 
Items           Factor Loadings 
 
Likelihood of purchasing top        .93 
Likelihood of purchasing outfit       .91 
Based on model’s appearance, probability of purchasing outfit   .80 
Based on model’s outfit, probability of purchasing outfit    .91 
 
Eigenvalue            3.17 
% of Variance         79.16 
Cronbach’s alpha             .91 
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  Body satisfaction.  Nine items were combined to assess the participants’ overall body 
satisfaction.  The items included were a modified version of the Body Areas Satisfaction Scale 
(BASS) that was developed by Cash in 2000.   Based on the factor analysis, one factor was 
extracted with an eigenvalue of over 4.00, explaining over 49 percent of the variance (Table 
4.10).  All nine of the items were positively loaded with loadings ranging from .51 to .83.  
Communalities for the nine variables ranged from .26 to .69. 
 
Table 4.10. Body Satisfaction Factor Analysis. 
 
Items           Factor Loadings 
 
Attractiveness          .78 
Body shape          .83 
Height           .52 
Weight           .78 
Face           .63 
Bust size          .51 
Hip size          .79 
Waist size          .83 
Leg shape          .76 
 
Eigenvalue            4.92 
% of Variance         49.22 
Cronbach’s alpha             .88 
 
 
Reliability of Measures 
  After running the factor analyses, reliabilities for the constructs were analyzed to 
determine internal consistency of the scales.  Cronbach’s standardized alpha was used in 
determining the internal reliability of measures.  Table 4.11 shows the reliabilities for each 
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construct.  All were all acceptable, ranging from .72 to .96.  The adequate alpha levels provide 
further support for creating summed variables from significantly loaded items on each factor. 
 
Table 4.11. Reliability Estimates of the Constructs. 
 
Variable       Number of   Standardized  
             Items                 alpha 
 
Comparison to Models     5    .85 
Looking at Ads      2    .86 
Perceived Similarity                     8    .90 
Perceived Similarity (Body Parts)    9    .92 
Perceived Likeability of Model’s Outfit    3    .92 
Beliefs about the Model’s Appearance    7    .87 
Fashionability of Model     4    .89 
Purchase Intention      4    .91 
Body Satisfaction      9    .88 
 
 
 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
 
  Results from the ANOVA tests showed significant relationships between perceived 
similarity to the model, specific body parts of the model, and beliefs about the model’s 
appearance.  In order to further control for Type II error across the many analyses, MANOVA 
was used to assess the significance of group differences for the model and size treatments.  
Within the analysis, measures for the participants’ perceived similarity, perceived fashionability 
of the model, perceived likeability of the model’s outfit, beliefs about the model’s appearance, 
purchase intention of the model’s outfit, and personal body satisfaction were included as 
dependent variables.  Model treatment and size of the model treatment were independent 
variables.  
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  Before the results of the MANOVA were interpreted, the Box’s Test was evaluated.  
The homogeneity of the variance and covariance were found to be 95 percent. For the 
MANOVA the Wilks’ lambdas for the intercept, model treatment, and size treatment were all 
significant (Table 4.12).  The interaction of the model and size treatment had a significance 
above .05; therefore this interaction was not significant. 
 
Table 4.12. MANOVA Analysis. 
 
 Effect    Value  F  Hypothesis df  Error df p 
 
Intercept 
  Wilks’ !   .013  1.12   11.00  164.00  .0001 
Model Treatment    
  Wilks’ !    .70  2.92   22.00  328.00  .0001  
Size Treatment 
  Wilks’ !    .87  2.17   11.00  164.00  .019     
Factor Interaction 
  Wilks’ !    .91  .76   22.00  328.00  .77  
 
   
Table 4.13 lists the between subject effects for each dependent variable in the 
MANOVA.  There was a significant model treatment for perceived fashionability of the model, 
perceived likeability of the model’s outfit, beliefs about the model’s appearance, and purchase 
intention for the model’s outfit, indicating that these ratings varied across the three models.  Size 
of model significantly influenced only beliefs about the model’s appearance.  This result 
indicates that Hypothesis 1 was not supported because there was no difference in participants’ 
purchase intention when they viewed the same outfits displayed on thin and plus-size models. 
Perceived similarity to the model’s body parts had a size of model effect that was close to 
significant but at .06 cannot be considered significant.   
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Table 4.13.  Between-Subject Effects – Results of MANOVA. 
 
Dependent Variable    df  SS  MS  F         p  
  Main Effects 
 
Perceived Similarity 
  Model Treatment  2  53.60  26.80  .25         .78           
  Size Treatment  1  78.99  78.99  .75              .39 
Perceived Similarity (Body Parts) 
  Model Treatment  2  61.15  30.57  .22              .81 
  Size Treatment  1  524.49  525.49  3.71            .06 
Likeability of Outfit 
  Model Treatment  2  146.59  73.30  3.53        .03 
  Size Treatment  1  2.02  2.02  .10        .76 
Beliefs about the Model’s Appearance 
  Model Treatment  2  606.78  303.39  5.40          .001 
  Size Treatment  1  353.47  353.47  6.29            .01 
Fashionability of the Model 
  Model Treatment  2  473.38  236.69  5.98          .001 
  Size Treatment  1  2.42  2.42  .06        .81 
Purchase Intention  
  Model Treatment  2  224.67  112.34  3.40        .04 
  Size Treatment  1  44.21  44.21  1.34            .25 
Body Satisfaction 
  Model Treatment  2  290.87  145.44  1.38            .26 
  Size Treatment  1  .39  .39  .001        .95 
 
 
Univariate Analysis of Variance 
  Likeability of model’s outfit.  Table 4.14 shows the ANOVA results when analyzing 
participants’ perceived likeability of the fashion model’s outfits.  There is a significant 
relationship between the model the participant viewed and the participant’s perceived likeability 
of the fashion model’s outfit.  This result may have been due to the fact that each of the three 
models was wearing different outfits.  Participants may have simply liked one of the outfits 
more, and the model may not have affected perceived likeability of the model’s outfit.  Means 
show that participants did not think the models and the outfits they were wearing were very 
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likeable.  The mean scores for the likeability of the model’s outfits are between 1.06 and 1.49 
(Table 4.15).  The participants were asked to evaluate the model’s outfit, top, and overall look.  
A Tukey test was conducted to examine the differences in mean scores between the models’ 
outfits.  Results from the Tukey test showed a statistically significant difference between Models 
1 and 3 at a level of .01.  Participants liked the outfit Model 1 (plain black button-down shirt) 
was wearing more than the outfit Model 3 (knit top with wide black and white horizontal stripes) 
was wearing.  
 
Table 4.14.  Perceived Likeability of the Model’s Outfit.   
Between-Subject Effects – Results of ANOVA.  
 
  Source  SS  Df  MS  F              p  
 
Corrected Model  198.86  2  99.43  5.09  .01 
Intercept   17597.04 1  17597.04 900.84  .00  
Model     198.86  2  99.43  5.09  .01 
Error    4356.08 223  19.53 
Total     22201.00 226 
Corrected Total  4554.94 224 
 
R Squared = .04 (Adjusted R Squared = .04) 
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Table 4.15. Perceived Likeability of the Model’s Outfit.  Descriptive Statistics. 
 
      n   Mean    Std. Dev  
 
Model 1 
  Plus-size version   36   1.49   .61 
  Thin version   36   1.35   .55 
Model 2        
  Plus-size version  43   1.25   .65 
  Thin version   38   1.32   .67 
Model 3 
  Plus-size version   33   1.12   .72 
  Thin version   40   1.06   .65 
Total  
  Plus-size version  112   1.29   .67   
  Thin version   114   1.23   .62 
 
  Total    226   1.26   .64 
 
Scores were based on a 1-7 scale, with “1” reflecting strongly disagree and “7” reflecting strongly agree. 
 
 
  Beliefs about model’s appearance.  Table 4.16 shows the ANOVA of participant’s 
beliefs about the model’s appearance.  There was a significant effect of the model treatment and 
size of model treatment.  Participants responded more positively to the plus-size version for all 
three models than for the thin versions of the same models.  Participants were asked if the model 
they were rating was interesting, appealing, impressive, eye catching, attractive, credible, and 
trustworthy.   The mean scores for all the models fell between 3.79 and 4.73, which indicates that 
the participants had a neutral attitude toward the models’ appearances (Table 4.17).  A Tukey 
test was conducted to examine the significant difference in mean scores between the models.  
Results from the Tukey test showed a significant difference between Models 2 and 3 at a level of 
.02.  Participants believed that Model 3 was more interesting, credible, attractive, impressive, 
and trustworthy than Model 2.  
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Table 4.16. Beliefs about the Model’s Appearance.   
Between-Subject Effects – Results of ANOVA.  
 
  Source  SS  Df  MS  F              p  
 
Corrected Model  802.94  5  160.59  2.91  .02 
Intercept   193409.35 1  193409.35 3502.46 .00  
Model     475.74  2  237.87  4.31  .02 
Size    366.12  1  366.12  6.63  .01 
Model * Size   24.23  2  12.12  .22  .80 
Error    11927.74 216  55.22 
Total     207404.00 222 
Corrected Total  12730.69 221 
 
R Squared = .06 (Adjusted R Squared = .04) 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.17. Beliefs about the Model’s Appearance.  Descriptive Statistics.  
 
      n   Mean    Std. Dev  
 
Model 1 
  Plus-size version   37   4.34   1.06 
  Thin version   33   4.11   .96 
Model 2        
  Plus-size version  44   4.20   1.29 
  Thin version   37   3.79   1.00 
Model 3 
  Plus-size version   32   4.73   1.10 
  Thin version   39   4.27   .87 
Total  
  Plus-size version  113   4.44   1.21   
  Thin version   109   4.11   .99 
 
  Total    222   4.40   1.08 
 
Scores were based on a 1-7 scale, with “1” reflecting strongly disagree and “7” reflecting 
strongly agree. 
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  Fashionability of model.  Table 4.18 shows the ANOVA for participant’s perceived 
fashionability of the model.  There was a significant effect of model treatment on the perceived 
fashionability of the model.  When analyzing the perceived fashionability of the models, the 
mean scores fell between 2.64 and 4.17 (Table 4.19), which indicates that models were perceived 
as not very fashionable.  The participants were asked if the model was fashionable, current, 
attractive, and up-to-date.  Results from the Tukey test showed a significant difference between 
Models 1 and 2 at a level of .05, and between Models 2 and 3 at a level of .01. Models 1 and 3 
were perceived as more fashionable than Model 2.   
 
Table 4.18.  Perceived Fashionability of Model.   
Between-Subject Effects – Results of ANOVA. 
 
  Source  SS  Df  MS  F              p  
 
Corrected Model  403.21  2  201.60  5.16  .01 
Intercept   95252.17 1  95252.17 2437.66 .001  
Model     403.21  2  201.60  5.16  .01 
Error    8752.86 224  39.08 
Total     104041.00 227 
Corrected Total  9156.06 226 
 
R Squared = .04 (Adjusted R Squared = .04) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
46 
Table 4.19. Perceived Fashionability of Model. Descriptive Statistics. 
 
      n   Mean    Std. Dev  
 
Model 1 
  Plus-size version   36   3.12   .90 
  Thin version   36   2.91   .86 
Model 2        
  Plus-size version  44   2.64   1.02 
  Thin version   38   2.71   .94 
Model 3 
  Plus-size version   33   3.03   .85 
  Thin version   40   3.17   .77 
Total  
  Plus-size version  113   2.91   .95   
  Thin version   114   2.93   .87 
 
  Total    227   2.92   .91 
 
Scores were based on a 1-7 scale, with “1” reflecting strongly disagree and “7” reflecting 
strongly agree. 
 
  Purchase intentions.  Table 4.20 shows the ANOVA of participants’ desire to purchase 
the outfit the model is wearing.  There was a significant relationship between participants’ 
purchase intention and the model they viewed and outfit she was wearing.  Participants were 
asked how likely they would be to purchase the model’s top or outfit (Table 4.21).  Results from 
the Tukey test showed a significant difference between Models 1 and 3 at a level of .01.  
Participants reported that they were more likely to purchase the outfit that Model 1 was wearing 
than the outfit Model 3 was wearing. 
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Table 4.20.  Purchase Intention of Fashion Model’s Outfit.   
Between-Subject Effects – Results of ANOVA. 
 
  Source  SS  Df  MS  F              p  
 
Corrected Model  260.55  2  130.27  4.19  .02 
Intercept   26707.76 1  26707.76 859.19  .001  
Model     260.55  2  130.27  4.19  .02 
Error    6900.85 222  31.09 
Total     33970.00 225 
Corrected Total  7161.40 224 
 
R Squared = .04 (Adjusted R Squared = .03) 
 
Table 4.21. Purchase Intention of Fashion Model’s Outfit.  Descriptive Statistics. 
 
      n   Mean    Std. Dev  
 
Model 1 
  Plus-size version   35   1.82   .91 
  Thin version   34   1.71   .64 
Model 2        
  Plus-size version  40   1.56   .83 
  Thin version   34   1.53   .82 
Model 3 
  Plus-size version   33   1.45   .87 
  Thin version   37   1.25   .69 
Total  
  Plus-size version  108   1.61   .87   
  Thin version   105   1.49   .74 
 
  Total    213   1.53   .81 
 
Scores were based on a 1-7 scale, with “1” reflecting not likely at all and “7” reflecting very 
likely. 
 
Covariate Analyses  
  Further analyses were conducted to explore the relationship between all the variables 
when beliefs about the model’s appearance, participant’s weight, BMI and body satisfaction 
were factored out as covariates. Table 4.22 shows the Wilk’s Lambdas when MANOVA was 
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conducted with beliefs about the model’s appearance as a covariate.  The size treatment was not 
significant but the model/outfit treatment was significant.  Beliefs about the model’s appearance 
had a significant effect on perceived likeability of the model’s outfit and purchase intentions 
towards the model’s outfit and the model treatment (Table 4.23).  
 
Table 4.22. MANOVA Analysis –Beliefs about the Model’s Appearance as a Covariate. 
 
 Effect    Value  F  Hypothesis df  Error df p 
 
Intercept 
  Wilks’ !   .23  54.34   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Beliefs about the  
Models appearance   
  Wilks’ !   .55  13.34   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Model Treatment    
  Wilks’ !    .74  2.63   20.00  328.00  .0001  
Size Treatment 
  Wilks’ !    .91  1.73   10.00  164.00  .079     
Factor Interaction 
  Wilks’ !    .91  .83   20.00  328.00  .679  
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Table 4.23. Between-Subject Effects – Results of MANOVA Beliefs about the Model’s 
Appearance as Covariate. 
 
Dependent Variable    df  SS  MS  F         p  
  Main Effects 
 
Comparison to Models   
  Model Treatment  2  114.48  57.24  1.02        .36 
Looking at Ads    
  Model Treatment  2   43.74  21.87  1.95            .15 
Perceived Similarity    
  Model Treatment  2  267.36  133.68  1.41        .29 
Perceived Similarity (Body Parts)  
  Model Treatment  2  56.38  28.19  .22        .80 
Fashionability of Model   
  Model Treatment  2  267.66  133.83  1.28            .28 
Likeability of Model’s Outfit  
  Model Treatment   2  258.76  129.38  7.53      .001 
Purchase Intention   
  Model Treatment  2  357.95  178.97  6.33      .001 
Body Satisfaction    
  Model Treatment  2  267.66  133.83  1.28        .28 
 
 
  Table 4.24 shows the Wilk’s Lambdas when the MANOVA was conducted with 
participants’ weight as a covariate.  Both treatments, size and model, were significant.  Table 
4.25 shows that when participants’ weight is accounted for, the model/outfit treatment has a 
significant influence on perceived fashionability of the model, likeability of the model’s outfits, 
beliefs about the model’s appearance, and purchase intention towards the model’s outfit.  When 
weight is accounted for through covariance, size treatment had a significant effect on beliefs 
about the model’s appearance. 
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Table 4.24. MANOVA Analysis – Participant’s Weight as Covariate. 
 
 Effect    Value  F  Hypothesis df  Error df p 
 
Intercept 
  Wilks’ !   .20  67.50   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Participant’s Weight 
  Wilks’ !   .11  1.35   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Model Treatment    
  Wilks’ !    .71  3.04   20.00  328.00  .0001  
Size Treatment 
  Wilks’ !    .87  2.36   10.00  164.00  .012     
Factor Interaction 
  Wilks’ !    .91  .83   20.00  328.00  .673  
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Table 4.25. Between-Subject Effects  – Results of MANOVA - Participants’ weight as 
Covariate. 
 
Dependent Variable    df  SS  MS  F         p  
  Main Effects 
 
Comparison to Models   
  Model Treatment  2  196.43  98.21  1.74        .18 
  Size Treatment  1  52.19  52.19  1.65        .20 
Looking at Ads    
  Model Treatment  2  21.53  10.77  .98              .38 
  Size Treatment  1  1.76  1.76  .16              .69 
Perceived Similarity  
  Model Treatment  2  47.99  23.99  .23              .79 
  Size Treatment  1  64.73  64.73  .63        .43 
Perceived Similarity (Body Parts)  
  Model Treatment  2  81.27      40.63  6.24        .75 
  Size Treatment  1  478.84  478.84  3.48        .06 
Fashionability of Model  
  Model Treatment  2  480.98  240.49  6.24            .02 
  Size Treatment  1  1.04  1.04  .03              .87 
Likeability of Model’s Outfit 
  Model Treatment  2  196.34  98.17  5.04        .01 
  Size Treatment  1  3.89  3.89  .20        .66 
Beliefs about Model’s Appearance  
  Model Treatment  2  568.73  284.37  5.12      .001 
  Size Treatment  1  370.18  370.18  6.66        .01 
Purchase Intention   
  Model Treatment  2  288.13  144.07  4.56        .01 
  Size Treatment  1  52.20  52.20  1.65        .20 
Body Satisfaction  
  Model Treatment  2  188.20  94.10  .98        .38 
  Size Treatment   1  .73  .73  .01        .93 
 
 
  Table 4.26 shows the Wilk’s Lambdas when BMI was entered as a covariate.  Both 
treatments, size and model, were significant (Table 4.27).   Results were similar to the 
MANOVA with participants’ weight as a covariate.  When BMI was accounted for, there was a 
significant influence of model treatment on perceived fashionability of the model, perceived 
likeability of the model, and beliefs about the model. When BMI is accounted for through 
  
52 
covariance, there is a significant effect of size treatment on beliefs about the model’s appearance 
and close to significant effect (.07) on perceived similarity to model body parts. 
   
Table 4.26.  MANOVA Analysis – Participant’s BMI as Covariate. 
 
 Effect    Value  F  Hypothesis df  Error df p 
 
Intercept 
  Wilks’ !   .23  56.40   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Participant’s BMI 
  Wilks’ !   .11  1.37   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Model Treatment    
  Wilks’ !    .71  3.05   20.00  328.00  .0001  
Size Treatment 
  Wilks’ !    .88  2.35   10.00  164.00  .013     
Factor Interaction 
  Wilks’ !    .91  .82   20.00  328.00  .689  
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Table 4.27. Between-Subject Effects – Results of MANOVA – Participant’s BMI as 
Covariate. 
 
Dependent Variable    df  SS  MS  F         p  
  Main Effects 
 
Comparison to Models   
  Model Treatment  2  189.84  94.92  1.68        .19 
  Size Treatment  1  92.17  92.17  1.63        .20 
Looking at Ads    
  Model Treatment  2  24.30  12.15  1.09            .34 
  Size Treatment   1  1.80  1.80  .16              .69 
Perceived Similarity    
  Model Treatment  2  39.79  19.90  .19        .83 
  Size Treatment   1  64.16  64.16  .62        .43 
Perceived Similarity (Body Parts)  
  Model Treatment  2  90.32  45.16  .33        .72 
  Size Treatment  1  475.99  475.99  3.45        .07 
Fashionability of Model    
  Model Treatment  2  494.08  247.04  6.36          .001 
  Size Treatment  1  1.08  1.08  .03              .87 
Likeability of Model’s Outfit  
  Model Treatment  2  191.04  95.52  4.86        .01 
  Size Treatment  1  3.99  3.99  .20        .65 
Beliefs about Model’s Appearance  
  Model Treatment  2  588.65  294.32  5.27        .01 
  Size Treatment  1  369.38  369.38  6.62        .01 
Purchase Intention     
  Model Treatment  2  282.56  141.28  4.44        .01 
  Size Treatment  1  52.55  52.55  1.65        .20 
Body Satisfaction  
  Model Treatment  2  152.70  76.35  .82        .44 
  Size Treatment  1  1.52  1.52  .02        .90 
 
 
  Table 4.28 shows the Wilk’s Lambdas when the participant’s perceived body 
satisfaction was entered as a covariate.  Both treatments, size and model, were significant. 
Further ANOVA analyses were conducted for all of the variables with participant’s body 
satisfaction as a covariate (Table 4.29).  When the participants’ body satisfaction was factored 
out, the model treatment had effects on perceived fashionability of the model, perceived 
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likeability of the model’s outfit, beliefs about the model’s appearance and purchase intention.  
When body satisfaction is accounted for through covariance, there is a significant effect of size 
treatment on perceived similarity to the model’s specific body parts and beliefs about the 
model’s appearance. 
 
Table 4.28.  MANOVA Analysis – Participant’s Body Satisfaction as Covariate. 
 
 Effect    Value  F  Hypothesis df  Error df p 
 
Intercept 
  Wilks’ !   .23  54.54   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Participant’s BMI 
  Wilks’ !   .72  6.48   10.00  164.00  .0001 
Model Category    
  Wilks’ !    .71  3.05   20.00  328.00  .0001  
Size Treatment 
  Wilks’ !    .87  2.38   10.00  164.00  .012     
Factor Interaction 
  Wilks’ !    .91  .82   20.00  328.00  .683  
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Table 4.29. Between-Subject Effects – Results of MANOVA – Participant’s Body 
Satisfaction as Covariate. 
 
Dependent Variable    df  SS  MS  F         p  
  Main Effects 
 
Comparison to Models   
  Model Treatment  2  203.26  101.63  1.86        .16 
  Size Treatment  1  100.05  100.05  1.84        .18 
Looking at Ads    
  Model Treatment  2  30.22  15.11  1.33            .27 
  Size Treatment  1  2.67  2.67  .23              .63 
Perceived Similarity  
  Model Treatment  2  94.90  47.45  .46        .63 
  Size Treatment  1  80.76  80.76  .78        .38 
Perceived Similarity (Body Parts)  
  Model Treatment   2  28.66  14.33  .11        .90 
  Size Treatment  1  530.97  530.97  3.88        .05 
Fashionability of Model’s Outfit  
  Model Treatment  2  426.58  213.29  5.45            .01 
  Size Treatment  1  2.59  2.59  .07              .80 
Likeability of Model’s Outfit  
  Model Treatment  2  148.12  74.06  3.55        .03 
  Size Treatment  1  2.04  2.04  .09        .76 
Beliefs about Model’s Appearance  
  Model Treatment  2  584.90  292.45  5.28        .01 
  Size Treatment  1  351.02  351.02  6.34        .01 
Purchase Intention   
  Model Treatment  2  219.23  109.62  3.30        .04 
  Size Treatment  1  44.14  44.14  1.33        .25 
 
 
 
Tests of the Hypotheses 
  Hypotheses 1 and 5 were previously tested via MANOVA. Simple linear regression 
analyses were conducted to test Hypotheses 2-4.  In addition, simple correlations among 
variables were conducted to help with interpretation of relationships among variables.  Table 
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4.30 includes the correlation matrix for all of the variables.  There is a slight variation in number 
of observations for each correlation due to missing values for certain variables.     
 
Table 4.30. Correlation Matrix. 
 
   Variables  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
1. Similarity to Models 1.00   
2. Purchase Intention .54** 1.00  
3. Compare to Models .00 .04 1.00  
4. Looking at Ads  .04 .05 .36** 1.00  
5. Similarity to Models .71** .36** .10 03 1.00  
  (Body parts) 
 
6. Likeability of  
    Models’ Outfits  .50** .82** .05 .10 .34** 1.00  
 
7. Fashionability of model .46** .59** .19** .03 .39** .65** 1.00  
8.Beliefs about Model’s 
   Appearance  .25** .29** .11 .13* .22** .31** .54** 1.00  
 
9. Body Satisfaction  .16* .04 -.22** -.01 .15* -.04 .14* .11 1.00 
 
*   Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 
 
 The first hypothesis was designed to explore the level of purchase intention towards the 
model’s outfit when it was displayed on models of two different sizes.  It is known that 
advertisers use attractive, thin, young models because they are seen and accepted as beautiful in 
our society.  Consequently, because of society’s thin beauty standards, it was hypothesized that:  
• Hypothesis 1: After viewing a female apparel model, intention to purchase the outfit 
she is wearing will be higher when she is thin rather than plus-size. 
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Hypothesis 1 was tested in the previous MANOVA analyses.  Size of model did not 
significantly affect purchase intention (see Table 4.13).  Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not 
supported.  
The second hypothesis was designed to analyze the relationship between participants’ 
perceived similarity to the fashion model and purchase intention for the model’s outfit.  
Perceived similarity between two people can lead to liking or preference for one another 
(Mathes, Brennen, Haugen, & Rice, 1985).  Older female consumers’ perception of similarity to 
fashion models was significantly related to purchase intention of the outfits (Kozar & Damhorst, 
2008). In congruence with past findings, it was hypothesized that:  
• Hypothesis 2:  Perceived similarity to an apparel model is positively related to 
purchase intention. 
 
Hypothesis 2 was tested using a simple regression analysis.  The similarity score was 
regarded as the independent variable and purchase intention was the dependent variable.  Results 
showed a significant positive relationship between the two variables (Table 4.31).   It can be 
concluded that the more similar the participant felt to the model, the more she wanted to 
purchase the model’s outfit.  This result provides support for Hypothesis 2.  The value of R2 
indicated that similarity to the model explained 32 percent of the variance in purchase intention 
toward the outfit the model was wearing. 
Table 4.31. Regression Analysis of Perceived Similarity to the Model on Purchase Intention 
of Outfit.
 
Source df  SS  MS  F  p Adjusted R
2
 
 
Regression 1  1722.97 1722.97  76.49  <.0001  .32 
Error  178  4009.68 22.53   
Total  185  28335.00 
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 Hypothesis 3 was designed to test the relationship between participant’s beliefs about the 
model’s appearance and purchase intention towards the model’s outfit.  Past research has shown 
a positive relationship between physical attractiveness of the model and purchase intentions of 
the product (Petroshius & Crocker, 1989).  Similarly, beliefs about older models had a 
significant effect on purchase intentions of the model’s outfit (Kozar & Damhorst, 2008).  
Therefore, it was hypothesize that: 
 
• Hypothesis 3:  Beliefs about the apparel model’s appearance are positively related to 
purchase intention toward the apparel worn by the model. 
 
A regression analysis was used to analyze Hypothesis 3.  Participants’ beliefs about the 
model’s appearance was the independent variable and purchase intention was the dependent 
variable.  Results from the analysis show a significant positive relationship between the two 
variables (Table 4.32).  Therefore, it can be said that the more positive beliefs the participant had 
about the model’s appearance, the more the participant wanted to purchase the model’s outfit.  
The results provide support for Hypothesis 3.  The value of R2 indicates that beliefs about the 
model’s appearance explained 12 percent of the variance in purchase intention toward the outfit 
the model was wearing. 
 
 
Table 4.32. Regression Analysis of Beliefs about the Model’s Appearance on Purchase 
Intention of Outfit.
 
Source df  SS  MS  F  p Adjusted R
2
 
 
Regression 1  679.46  679.46  24.27  <.0001  .12 
Error  211  5906.87 27.99  
Total  218  33024.00 
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It has been suggested that exposure to slim models in advertisements may cause women 
to evaluate their own attractiveness and body image (Henderson-King & Henderson-King, 
1997).  The following hypothesis was designed to examine the relationship between participants’ 
body satisfaction and the propensity to look at models in advertisements.  Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that: 
 
• Hypothesis 4: There is a relationship between participants’ propensity to compare 
themselves to fashion models in advertisements and participants’ level of body 
satisfaction.   
 
A simple regression analysis was used to test Hypothesis 4.  Participant’s desire to look at 
fashion models in advertisements was identified as the independent variable and the perceived 
body satisfaction score was the dependent variable.  Results from this analysis showed an 
insignificant relationship between these two variables (Table 4.33).  The participants’ tendency 
to look at fashion advertisements did not have a significant relationship to the participants’ 
overall level of body satisfaction.   In conclusion, Hypothesis 4 was not supported. 
 
Table 4.33. Regression Analysis of Tendency to Look at Fashion Advertisements on Body 
Satisfaction. 
 
Source df  SS  MS  F  p Adjusted R
2
 
 
Regression 1  .27  .27  .03  .88  .01 
Error  207  2300.93 11.12 
Total  214   13033.00
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The fifth hypothesis was designed to explore weather perceived fashionability was 
effected by body size of the model in the advertisement.  Consequently, because of society’s thin 
beauty standards, it was hypothesized that: 
• Hypothesis 5: The thinner models will be perceived as more fashionable than the plus-
size models.   
 
Hypothesis 5 was tested in the previous MANOVA analyses.  Size of model did not 
significantly affect perceived fashionability of the model (see Table 4.13).  Therefore, 
Hypothesis 5 was not supported.  
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CHAPTER 5: 
DISCUSSION 
 
The final chapter summarizes the method and findings presented in the previous chapters 
and examines how this study contributes to the current literature on plus-size models and body 
satisfaction.  Theoretical implications and contributions to the industry are discussed as well.  
The limitations of the current study are presented and recommendations for future research, 
based on the current findings, are proposed.  
Summary of Results 
MANOVA Results 
  MANOVA was conducted to assess the significance of group differences for the model 
and size treatments.  Participants’ tendency to compare themselves with ads, perceived similarity 
to the model, perceived fashionability of the model, beliefs about the model’s appearance, 
likeability of the model’s outfit, purchase intention toward the model’s outfit, and personal body 
satisfaction were included as dependent variables in the 2x3 (size by model) analysis.  The model 
treatment and size treatment were all significant for the overall MANOVA.  The interaction of 
the model and size treatments were not significant across all dependent variables.   
  Results from the MANOVA had a significant size treatment only for beliefs about the 
model’s appearance.  There was also a significant model treatment for perceived likeability of 
the model’s outfit, beliefs about the model appearance, perceived fashionability, and purchase 
intention of the model’s outfit.  Beliefs about the model’s appearance was the only variable to 
have a significant relationship with both the model and size treatment.  Perceived similarity to 
the model’s body parts was not significant at the level of .05, but was nearly significant with a 
probability level of .06. 
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Interestingly, the size of the model (plus-size vs. thin) only affected one research variable 
in this study, beliefs about the model’s appearance.  Participants’ perceived no difference in 
fashionability of plus-size and thin models.  This finding is incongruent with Clayton et al. 
(1987) who found a significant difference in perceived fashionability between thin and larger 
models.  Participants in the current study also expressed the same degree of similarity, both in 
terms of overall life style and appearance and the shape of specific body parts, to the models 
regardless of their size.  
Similarly, the participants’ exposure to plus-size and thin models had no effect on 
likeability of the model’s outfit or on purchase intention towards the outfit.  The fact that roughly 
half of the participants were exposed to thin models, considered as more attractive in 
contemporary American society (Clayton, Lennon, & Larkin, 1987), while the other half of the 
sample viewed more realistic but arguably less attractive models (Lennon, 1988), had no effect 
on respondents’ reported satisfaction with their own body image.  This is opposite of what 
Richins (1991) found when participant’s reported more negative feelings toward their own 
bodies after being exposed to highly attractive, thin models.   
 
 ANOVA Results 
  Based on the MANOVA, ANOVA were completed for perceived similarity.  Results did 
not show a significant effect of model size on the participant’s perceived similarity to the 
model’s body parts.  MANOVA showed a significant effect of model/outfit on the participant’s 
perceived likeability of the model’s outfit.  ANOVA analyses also showed this effect, but the 
differences are difficult to interpret.  Either specific model appearance and/or the outfit worn 
shaped preferences and liking for the outfits.  
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  Participants’ beliefs about the model’s appearance was the only variable to have both 
significant model and size treatments in the MANOVA.  Results from ANOVA also showed 
these significant effects.  However, model by size interaction did not have a significant 
relationship in the ANOVA analysis.  Participants felt that plus-size models were more 
attractive, appealing, credible, or eye catching than thin models.  With respect to size treatment, 
participants had significantly more favorable beliefs about plus-size models’ appearance in 
comparison with the thin versions of the same models.  This finding could be because 
participants saw the plus-size models as realistic and natural and therefore more attractive and 
credible, or participants may have had negative feelings towards the digitally enhanced thin 
versions of the models.  With respect to model treatment, Tukey tests indicated that participants 
had significantly higher beliefs about appearance of Model 3 in comparison to Model 2. 
  Perceived fashionability of the model was found to have a significant relationship to the 
model treatment in the MANOVA.  Results from the ANOVA also showed a significant model 
effect on perceived fashionability.  Tukey tests indicated that participants rated Models 1 and 3 
as significantly more fashionable, current and up-to-date than Model 2.  Based on the Tukey tests 
and analyses of means for beliefs of model’s appearance and fashionability of the model, it is 
possible to conclude that, overall, participants positively evaluated Model 3 the most, followed 
by Model 1.  Model 2 was the least favorite of the three models; she had the lowest means for 
fashionability and beliefs about model appearance.   
  MANOVA showed that there was a significant relationship between the participants’ 
perceived likeability of the model’s outfit and model treatment.  ANOVA also showed a 
significant relationship between the perceived likeability of the model’s outfit and the model 
treatment.  Tukey tests indicated that there was a significant difference in participants’ ratings of 
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the outfit Model 1 was wearing in comparison with the outfit that Model 3 was wearing.  It 
should be noted that, overall, participants did not like the outfits the models were displaying 
because the average outfit likeability was 1.26 (on the scale from 1 to 7).  One of the possible 
reasons for low ratings of the outfits could be the fact that models were wearing quite ordinary 
tops that could be categorized as business casual.  Participants could have expected more 
fashionable outfits in a study that focused on apparel advertisements.  
Results from the MANOVA showed a significant effect of model on purchase intention 
toward the model’s outfit.  The ANOVA showed the same result.  Tukey tests showed that 
participants expressed significantly higher intention to purchase the outfit Model 1 was wearing 
than the outfit Model 3 was wearing.  This is in agreement with the participants’ ratings of the 
likeability of the models’ outfit (participants liked the outfit Model 1 was wearing significantly 
more than the outfit Model 3 was wearing).  Similar to the likeability of the outfit, purchase 
intention was low; the total mean across all participants’ groups was only 1.53 on a 7-point scale.  
Low purchase intention could be explained by the fact that participants did not like the outfits the 
models were wearing. 
  
 MANOVA with Covariates 
  Further analyses were conducted to explore effects of treatments on dependent variables 
when beliefs about the model’s appearance, participant’s weight, participant’s BMI, and 
participant’s body satisfaction were entered separately as covariates.  Between subjects effects 
showed a significant relationship of all covariates with beliefs about the model’s appearance and 
perceived similarity, perceived fashionability of the model’s outfit, perceived likeability of the 
model’s outfit, and purchase intention.   
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  When beliefs about model’s appearance was accounted for though covariance, there was 
a significant effect on perceived likeability of the model’s outfit and purchase intention for the 
model/outfit treatment.  When participants’ weight was entered as a covariate, there was a 
significant effect of model/outfit on perceived fashionability of the model, perceived likeability 
of the model’s outfit, beliefs about the model’s appearance, and purchase intention for the outfit.  
With weight as covariate, the size treatment also had a significant effect on beliefs about the 
model’s appearance.   
  When BMI was accounted for through covariance there was a significant effect of 
model/outfit on perceived fashionability of the model, perceived likeability of the model, and 
beliefs about the model.  BMI as covariate also resulted in a significant size treatment effect on 
beliefs about the model’s appearance.  Body satisfaction was also entered as a covariate and had 
a significant effect on perceived similarity to the model’s body parts and beliefs about the 
model’s appearance on the size treatment.   
  The MANOVA analyses with covariates results were very similar to the original 
MANOVA results with no covariates.  All of the significant relationships remained the same for 
the original MANOVA analyses and the MANOVAs with covariates, except when body 
satisfaction was accounted for through covariance.  When body satisfaction was entered as a 
covariate, not only was there a significant effect of model size on the participant’s beliefs about 
the model’s appearance, there was also a significant effect of model size on perceived similarity 
to the model’s specific body parts. The F value was positive, so again, respondents were more 
positive about the plus size models’ appearance and had stronger feelings of similarity about 
body shape, even when participants’ body satisfaction was taken into account.  This result could 
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be why the original MANOVA showed a close to significant effect (p =.06) of size of model on 
perceived similarity to the model’s body parts.   
 
Hypotheses Testing 
  It was hypothesized that after viewing an apparel model, intention to purchase the outfit 
would be higher when it was presented on the thin version of the model than on a plus-size 
version (Hypothesis 1).  Results from MANOVA showed an insignificant relationship, and 
therefore Hypothesis 1 was not supported.  In today’s society consumers are bombarded with 
images of models that are very thin and attractive.  Exposure to these types of images and 
society’s acceptance of thin models would lead people to believe the purchase intention of the 
model’s outfit would be higher on the thin model.   
  This study found the opposite—participants’ purchase intention was the same for outfits 
displayed on thin and plus-size models.  This finding does not support the principle that guides 
today’s advertising that use of thin attractive models would positively influence purchase 
intention towards the promoted products.  This could be due to the fact that the participants did 
not see the plus-size model as unattractive; they possibly thought that the larger model looked 
genuine and therefore appealing.  The thin version of each model was actually a digitally thinned 
version of the respective original plus-size model.  It is possible that the participants thought the 
thin versions appeared disproportionate and less attractive, and therefore there was no difference 
in participants’ intention to purchase outfits displayed on thin or plus-size models.  Also, it 
should be noted that the plus-size models used in this study were not very large size.  In fact, in 
the pretest, participants estimated that the plus-size models were a size 14 to 15.  And even 
though about 65% of the participants were size 9 and smaller, the size of the model presenting 
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outfits did not influence their purchase intention.  Another possible explanation for no model’s 
size effect on purchase intention could be the fact that participants did not like the outfits the 
models were wearing (low likeability of model’s outfit, M =1.26) and reported overall low 
purchase intention towards the outfits (M = 1.53).  The low interest in the apparel may then have 
precluded any model size effects.  
 There was a significant relationship between the participants’ perceived similarity to the 
model and purchase intention for the outfit the model was wearing (Hypothesis 2).  Therefore, 
the more similar the participant felt to the model, the higher was her intention to purchase the 
outfit the model was wearing.  Overall, the participants felt a slightly above average degree of 
similarity to the fashion models (M =4.09).  This may be due to the fact that all of the models 
appeared about the same age as the participants (M = 23.83).  Also, the participants may have 
reported a relatively high level of perceived similarity to the models because the majority of the 
sample consisted of Caucasian or European American females (81.6%), and all of the models 
were Caucasian or European American.  Finally, in regards to the weight of the participants, 
even though the range was very broad, the mean weight was M =147.86.  It could be that the 
larger women felt very similar to the plus-size model and the thin women felt very similar to the 
thin model, which is why there was an overall high feeling of perceived similarity to the models 
in general.    
  There was a significant relationship between the participants’ beliefs about the model’s 
appearance and the purchase intention for the model’s outfit (Hypothesis 3).  The beliefs about 
the model’s appearance was based on participants’ perceptions of the credibility, trustworthiness, 
attractiveness, and appeal of the model.  The more credible, attractive, trustworthy, appealing 
and interesting the participants believed the model was, the higher their purchase intention was 
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for the outfit the model was wearing.  This finding indicated that a model’s overall appearance 
(however, not necessarily the model’s size) can affect consumer purchase intention towards 
products the model is presenting.  Marketers and advertisers should incorporate highly credible 
models in advertisements to increase the appeal of the product on display and in turn increase 
sales of the product. Apparently, some plus size models can appear attractive and credible to 
consumers.   
There was no statistical significance to support a relationship between viewing fashion 
models in advertisements in general and personal body satisfaction (Hypothesis 4).  The current 
study suggests that there is not a significant relationship between tendency to compare oneself to 
fashion models and personal body satisfaction.  This result may be due to the fact that the 
participants reported that they rarely look at advertisements for fashion advice (M = 2.21).  If 
women do not look at advertisements often, then their body satisfaction may not be related.  
Another possible explanation is that many participants in the study reported wearing relatively 
small sizes of clothing.  Therefore, despite being proportionally similar to the thin models in 
fashion ads, participant’s body satisfaction was not affected. 
It was hypothesized that participants would perceive the thinner model as more 
fashionable than the plus-size model (Hypothesis 5).  Results from MANOVA showed an 
insignificant relationship, and therefore Hypothesis 5 was not supported. In today’s society it is 
very common for marketers and advertisers to use models that are very thin and attractive.  
Exposure to these types of images and society’s acceptance of thin models would lead people to 
assume that the thinner model would be perceived as more fashionable than the plus-size model.  
Apparently, plus size models can look as fashionable as thin models.   
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Contributions to Industry 
  While focusing interest on the use of models of various sizes, there is evidence 
indicating that marketers and advertisers should consider the size of the model, perceived 
similarity to the model, perceived fashionability of the model, and the model’s appearance when 
creating advertisements targeted towards younger women.  Marketers and advertisers should also 
take into consideration the effects these variables have on consumers’ body satisfaction and 
intention to purchase apparel outfits in advertisements.  However, until now there has been very 
limited research that examined how consumers perceive models of different sizes in apparel 
advertisements, as well as how models’ characteristics affect consumer perceptions of the 
models and influence attitudes towards the outfits they are wearing (Clayton et al., 1987; 
Lennon, 1988; & Holmstrom, 2004).  The current study provides some of this information that 
might be useful for marketing and advertising apparel-related products to college-age women in 
the U.S.  
   Thin and attractive models have been used in advertisements to attract the attention of 
consumers and increase the appeal of the product on display.  In the last few decades there has 
been a widespread use of models that actually represent body sizes of only a small portion of 
consumers (e.g., Baker, Sivyer, & Towell, 1998; Botta, 1999; Harrison & Cantor, 1997).  
Advertisements are filled with models that are dangerously thin, and some scholars argue that 
overexposure to thin models in media may result in a skewed ideal of beauty and negative effect 
on consumers’ body satisfaction (Adams & Crossman, 1978; Faludi, 1991; Fredrickson & 
Roberts, 1997; Itzin, 1986; Kilbourne, 1987; Silverstein, Perdue, Peterson, & Kelly, 1986).  The 
findings in this research did not support this argument.  The participant tendency to look at 
fashion models in advertisements (which are typically very thin and much smaller size than 
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average consumer) did not affect participants’ personal body satisfaction regardless of model 
size.  This finding could be due to the fact that participants reported a low desire to look at 
fashion advertisements.  Further investigation is needed to support this finding.   
  Currently, the United States population is becoming more overweight, but very thin 
models are still considered by the apparel and advertising industries as more attractive and 
beautiful than models of more realistic sizes, and for that reason the former are widely used in 
advertising.  The results of this experimental research indicate that participants had more 
favorable beliefs than were expected about model’s appearance when they were exposed to plus-
size versions of models.  This finding does not support the widespread use of unrealistically thin 
models in product advertisements.  Moreover, it was found that beliefs about model’s appearance 
affect purchase intention towards the outfit the model is displaying.  
In the same vein, this research confirmed (Buckely, 1983; Kozar, 2004; Kozar & 
Damhorst, 2008) that perceived similarity to the model affects purchase intention; the more 
similar participants believed they were to the model, the higher was the reported intention to 
purchase the outfit the model was wearing.  This finding supports the use of models who look 
more similar to the average consumer of the targeted market segment rather than incorporating 
only thin models in advertisements, which represent only a small percentage of the population.  
It is possible to conclude that young women in this study viewed plus-size models as more 
similar; they therefore rated the appearance of these models (in terms of credibility, 
trustworthiness, attractiveness, and overall impression) higher in comparison to thin versions of 
the models.  In turn, the higher similarity and beliefs about model’s appearance resulted in higher 
purchase intention toward the models’ outfits.  
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Findings from this research provide support for employing models of diverse sizes in 
apparel advertisements.  By incorporating marketing strategies that include models of various 
sizes, advertisements will appeal to a wider population of women.  If marketers and advertisers 
incorporate more realistic looking models, in terms of body shape, into their marketing 
strategies, a great deal of success may be achieved.  A combination of body types in fashion ads 
may prove to be a more effective marketing strategy overall. 
  As more research is conducted regarding the use of models of various sizes in 
advertisements, a greater understanding of the most effective marketing strategies will emerge.  
As the population of young women in America changes shape and size, so should the models 
used in advertisements.  If abundance of thin models remains the norm, marketers and 
advertisers will miss opportunities to attain a larger target market of consumers.  It would be 
profitable for marketers, advertisers and retailers to realize the need for models of various shapes 
and the impact this type of model could have on the industry and society.   
 
Limitations 
  The findings of the current study should be evaluated with a few considerations.  First of 
all, because of the random sample containing university students from only one Midwestern 
University, the sample was not representative of all female college students or young women 
living in the United States.  The sample contained mostly European Americans and their views 
may not be transferable to young women of various races and ethnicities.  A number of 
international students, who may have different tendencies with respect to viewing ads and 
comparing themselves to models of various body sizes, were in the sample.  Because the data 
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was collected in a mid-sized city in the Midwest, the results may not be generalizeable to young 
women living in other areas of the country.   
  Additionally, participants’ perception of their bodies, perceived level of body 
satisfaction and ratings of the models were limited to the measures and scales contained in the 
questionnaire.  The participants’ true feelings regarding the models and their own body 
satisfaction may not be represented given the limited measures in the instruments.  Also, when 
the participants were asked questions regarding their purchase intentions toward the models’ 
outfits it was not a real situation.  Therefore, the measure of purchase intention is limited because 
actual purchase behavior was not assessed.   
The stimuli used in the experiment could be another limitation that should be considered 
when interpreting the results of the study.  The thin versions of the models were developed by 
digitally thinning plus-size models, and even though the pre-test was conducted to ensure that the 
digitized thin versions of the models look normal, they still may be not as attractive as models 
who are naturally thin.  Furthermore, the three original models are wearing three different outfits 
that confound the model treatment as purely a model treatment effect 
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
  This study examined young women’s perceptions regarding models of two sizes and 
evaluated the effects these models had on young women’s body satisfaction.  This study 
provided insight into a small portion of the population, and additional research is needed on how 
the findings of this study relate to women of various ages.  This study revealed that young 
women do not have a strong belief that they compare themselves to fashion models in 
advertisements.  Additional research should explore the desire of middle-aged and older women 
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to compare themselves to fashion models.  Findings from this study also show that young women 
feel somewhat similar to plus-size models.  Participants also felt that plus-size models were 
perceived as more credible and attractive and, therefore participants reported more positive 
beliefs about plus-size models’ appearances.  Middle-aged and older women’s perceptions of 
plus-size models should be studied in order to gain further insight on this relatively untouched 
topic. 
  The current study included participants with a very wide range of heights and weights.  
Twenty-two women out of the 223 total participants reported a BMI above 30, which is 
classified as obese.  It could be possible that the heavier women’s responses skewed the results 
of this study.  Future studies could eliminate participant’s responses that had a BMI 30 and 
above (categorized as obese according to the BMI) to see if the results change considerably, 
although this exclusion would leave out a significant portion of the U.S. consumer population.  It 
would be of value to focus on thin and mid-weight size individuals' responses to plus-size versus 
thin models, because industry size ranges focus on those individuals.  However, the current 
analyses do not indicate that model size had a differential effect on individuals of different 
weights.  In order to gain a further understanding of the use of models in a variety of shapes and 
sizes, further research is needed to explore consumer’s perceptions, attitudes, similarity and 
purchase intentions towards models of varied sizes. 
  The current study was a quantitative research study.  Quantitative research provides 
numeric data that is easier to quantify, but it does not explore in-depth feelings that participants 
may have.  Qualitative research should be conducted in the future in order to study women’s 
specific thoughts regarding the use of models in various sizes in advertisements.  Their 
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qualitative responses will provide detailed information that may be useful to marketers, 
advertisers, and other researchers.  
   Research including a more diverse mixture of races and ethnicities should be conducted 
on the current topic.  Most available research on body satisfaction after exposure to ideal images 
in the media has used samples that included mostly European American women and White 
models.  In order to assess whether models in advertisements truly have an effect on the 
perceptions of women overall, samples with women of varied ethnicities and races should be 
explored.  Results from future studies that incorporate a mixture of women from different races 
and ethnicities could be compared cross-culturally to past research that has included mostly 
European American samples.  Such sampling would capture where the population of the U.S. is 
rapidly moving in the near future.  Model perceptions and body image of women in various 
shapes and sizes should be studied, regardless of ethnicity.  In addition, plus-sized women are an 
important and lucrative market that should be studied more specifically.   
  Longitudinal research regarding the use of models in different shapes and sizes should 
also be addressed.  Will marketers, advertisers, newspapers, magazines, and television programs 
include more variety of fashion models?  How will women’s perceptions of fashion models 
change over time?  A thematic analysis regarding the use of more realistic models in 
advertisements could be conducted to address women of various ages’ perceptions towards the 
use of both thin and plus-size models in the future.   
  The findings of this study hint strongly that marketers, advertisers, and retailers should 
incorporate models of various sizes in their marketing tactics in the future.  If models of various 
sizes are used in ads, consumers will begin to recognize beauty in a variety of body sizes; this 
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will in turn more likely promote greater acceptance of models in various sizes while increasing 
sales at the same time.   
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APPENDIX A: IRB APPLICATION MATERIALS 
(Pre-test conducted in November 2007) 
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APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONCENT DOCUMENT 
 
(Pre-test conducted in November 2007) 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
 
October 24, 2007 
 
Dear Participant: 
 
Obesity is on the rise in America, yet advertisers continue to use extremely thin models in their 
advertisements and retail stores.  Constant exposure to these abnormally thin models has lead to 
a rise in excessive exercising, anorexia and bulimia.  The purpose of this study is to determine 
women’s attitudes towards the use of plus size models in advertisements.  You are invited to 
participate in this study and your responses will provide valuable insight to this relatively 
unexplored topic. 
 
Your participation in this study will be completely voluntary and you may refuse to participate or 
leave the study at any time.  By participating, you give the investigator your consent.  The 
questionnaire will take about 30 minutes of your time and you may skip any questions that you 
do not wish to answer.  Your responses will not be associated with your name or personal 
information.  This survey is anonymous.  Only the researcher and the supervising faculty will 
have access to the information provided during the survey and will be stored in a password 
protected computer file.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
 
If you decide to participate in this study, there may be no direct benefit to you.  It is hoped that 
the information gained in this study will benefit consumers by giving them a better 
understanding of the use and attitudes towards plus sized women in advertisements.  There will 
be no costs for choosing to participate in this study, and you will be awarded extra credit in TC 
165 for completing the questionnaire. 
 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during the study.  For further information about 
the study contact Angela Perrier at (616) 502-3099, perrier@iastate.edu or Dr. Linda Niehm, 
niehmlin@iastate.edu, 515-294-1930, 1066 LeBaron Hall, Ames, IA.   If you have any questions 
regarding the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, please contact the IRB 
administrator, (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or the director, (515) 294-3115, Office of 
Research Assurances, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Angela Perrier     Dr. Linda Niehm 
Graduate Student     Assistant Professor  
Textiles and Clothing Department   Textiles and Clothing Program 
(616) 502-3099     (515) 294-1930    
perrier@iastate.edu     niehmlin@iastate.edu 
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SUBJECT SIGNATURE 
 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study has 
been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document, and that your 
questions have been satisfactorily answered.  You will receive a copy of the signed and dated 
written informed consent prior to your participation in the study. 
 
             
Subject’s Name (printed)      
 
             
(Subject’s Signature)      (Date) 
 
 
 
 
 
************************************************************************ 
 
INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
 
I certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and learn about the study and 
all of their questions have been answered.  It is my opinion that the participant understands the 
purpose, risks, benefits and the procedures that will be followed in this study and has voluntarily 
agreed to participate.    
 
             
(Signature of Person Obtaining    (Date) 
Informed Consent) 
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APPENDIX C: STIMULI  
(Pre-test conducted in November 2007) 
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Figure One 
Models Used in all Sessions  
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
       
     
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
         MODEL F 
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Figure Two 
Models Used in all Sessions  
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
 
 
MODEL B  
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Figure Three 
Models Used in all Sessions  
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
 
 
MODEL H 
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Figure Four 
Models Used in all Sessions  
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
 
 
MODEL C 
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Figure Five 
Models Used in all Sessions  
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
 
 
 
 
MODEL L 
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APPENDIX D: QUESTIONNAIRE  
(Pre-test conducted in November 2007) 
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Plus-Size Models In Advertisements: Consumer Questionnaire 
 
Obesity is on the rise in America, yet advertisers continue to use extremely thin models in their 
advertisements and retail stores.  Constant exposure to these abnormally thin models has lead to 
a rise in excessive exercising, anorexia and bulimia.  The purpose of this study is to determine 
women’s attitudes towards the use of plus size models in advertisements.  You are invited to 
participate in this study and your responses will provide valuable insight to this relatively 
unexplored topic. 
 
 
Section One: Please indicate the extent of how likely you would be to complete the following 
statements.  (Please circle ONE number on each line). 
         
 
 
1. How likely is it that you would purchase the shirt in the 
picture? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2.  How likely is it that you would purchase the pants in the 
picture? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3.  How likely is it that you would purchase the entire outfit 
in the picture? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Based on the model, what is the probability that you 
would purchase the clothing worn by the model in the 
picture? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Based on the model’s outfit, what is the probability that 
you would purchase the clothing worn by the model in the 
picture? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6.  Based on the model’s perceived honesty, how likely is it 
that you would purchase the outfit? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Based on the model’s perceived trustworthiness, how 
likely is it that you would purchase the outfit? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8.  Based only on the physical appearance of the model, how 
likely is it that you would purchase the clothing in the 
picture? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Section Two: Please indicate the level to which you strongly agree or disagree with the 
following statements concerning the model’s appearance. (Please circle one number on each 
line). 
 
 
 
9.  The shirt the model is wearing is fashionable.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10.  The pants the model is wearing are fashionable.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not likely at all               Very likely 
1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
Strongly disagree          Strongly Agree 
   1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
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11.  The shirt the model is wearing is a current style.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12.  The pants the model is wearing are current styles.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13.  The shirt the model is wearing is attractive.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14.  The pants the model is wearing are attractive.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Section Three: Please indicate the level to which you strongly agree or disagree with the 
following attributes concerning the model. (Please circle one number on each line).  
  
 
 
Overall the model is: 
 
15.  Boring  1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
16.  Appealing  1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
17.  Impressive   1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
18.  Attractive  1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
19.  Eye catching  1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
20.  Pretty  1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
21.  Creditable   1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
22.  Trustworthy   1 2 3 4 5 6  7 
 
 
Section Four: Please indicate the level to which you strongly agree or disagree with the 
following statements that best describe your own feelings. (Please circle one number on each 
line.) 
Strongly disagree          Strongly agree 
  1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
 
23. I feel that my overall lifestyle is similar to that of the 
model in the picture.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I feel that my dress is similar to what the model is 
wearing in the picture. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I feel that my appearance is similar to the model in the 
picture.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I feel that I have similar basic values with the model 
used in the picture. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. I feel similar to the model in terms of attractiveness and 
body shape. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. Overall, I feel similar to the model in the picture 
regarding attractiveness and body shape.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
Strongly disagree          Strongly agree  
  1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
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Section Five: Please indicate the level to which you strongly agree or disagree with the 
following attributes concerning your own similarity to the model. (Please circle one number on 
each line). 
Strongly Disagree             Strongly Agree 
   1---2---3---4---5---6----7 
 
Overall, I feel the model is similar to me in regards to my: 
 
29.  Hairstyle   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30.  Attractiveness  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31.  Body shape   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32.  Height  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33.  Weight  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34.  Face   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35.  Bust size  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36.  Hip size  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37.  Waist size   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38.  Leg shape  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
Please respond to the following questions based on your attitudes towards the model in the 
advertisement. (Please circle one number on each line). 
 
 
 
 
 
39. Overall, how much do you like the picture?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. How much do you like the model in the picture?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. How much do you like the clothing the model is 
wearing?     
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42. Overall, how attracted to the picture are you?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43.  How much are you attracted to the model in the picture?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44. How much are you attracted to the outfit the model is 
wearing in the picture?  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Strongly dislike           Strongly like 
1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
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Section Six: Please read the following attributes and think about your own personal feelings 
towards your body and rate them accordingly on the satisfaction scale. (Please circle one number 
on each line) 
 
Strongly dissatisfied      Strongly satisfied 
    1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
 
Overall, how satisfied are you with your: 
 
45.  Hairstyle   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46.  Attractiveness  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47.  Body shape   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
48.  Height  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
49.  Weight  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50.  Face   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51.  Bust size  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52.  Hip size  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53.  Waist size   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54.  Leg shape  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
General information.  Please check of fill in the appropriate information.   
 
 
55.  After viewing all of the models, please rate the models from most attractive to least 
attractive using their appropriate letter.  (One being the most attractive and five being the least 
attractive.) 
 
1.  _______        2._______        3. ________        4.________        5. ________ 
 
 
 
56.  Where do you shop the most? 
 
 
 
57.  How often do you go shopping? 
 
____ Every day      ____ Once a week      ____Once a month       ____Less than once a month 
  
 
58.  During an average shopping trip, how much money do you spend on clothing? 
 
 
____ 0-20 dollars      ____ 20-50 dollars      ____50-150 dollars       ____More than 150 dollars 
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59.  During an average shopping trip, how much money do you spend on non-clothing items? 
   
 
____ 0-20 dollars      ____ 20-50 dollars      ____50-150 dollars       ____More than 150 dollars 
 
 
60.  Describe your feelings during an average shopping experience. 
 
 
 
 
 
61.  Describe your most memorable shopping experience.   
   
 
 
 
 
62. What size of clothing do you usually purchase? 
 
 
____ 00-2         ____ 2-4         ____4-6         ____6-8          ____8-10         ____10-12    
 
____12-14       ____14-16     ____16-18      ____18-20      ____20 and above   
 
   
General information.  Please check of fill in the appropriate information. 
 
63.  What is your age?__________ 
 
64.  What is your height in feet and inches? __________ 
 
65.  What is your weight in pounds? __________ 
 
66.  What is your ethnic identity? 
 
_____ Caucasian or European American 
 
_____ Black or African American 
 
_____ Hispanic or Latino American 
 
_____ Other  (please specify) ______________ 
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APPENDIX E: IRB APPLICATION MATERIALS 
(Current study) 
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONCENT DOCUMENT 
 
(Pre-test for manipulation) 
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Dear Participant: 
 
Please read the information that follows to decide whether or not you want to participate in this 
research.  You must be 18 or older to participate in this research study. 
 
The purpose of this research is to pre-test the following fashion models.  Your responses 
regarding the models’ perceived body size and clothing size will be helpful in future research.  
The information gathered in this pre-test will help greatly in future studies using these same 
models.  You are invited to participate in this study as your responses will provide valuable 
insight to this relatively unexplored topic. 
 
Your participation in this study will be completely voluntary and you may refuse to participate or 
leave the study at any time.  The questionnaire will take about 10 minutes of your time, and you 
may skip any questions that you do not wish to answer.  Your responses will not be associated 
with your name or personal information.  This survey is anonymous.  Only the researcher and the 
supervising faculty will have access to the information provided during the survey, and it will be 
stored in a password protected computer file.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
 
During this study you will be asked to view fashion models and answer a survey.  You will be 
asked questions regarding your views and attitudes towards the model in the picture.  Your 
responses will be used to explore consumer purchase intentions, perceived similarity to the 
model, perceived attraction to the model’s outfit, and body image. 
 
If you decide to participate in this study, there may be no direct benefit to you.  It is hoped that 
the information gained in this study will benefit consumers and retailers by giving a better 
understanding of attitudes towards plus sized and thinner women in advertisements.  There will 
be no costs for choosing to participate in this study.  If you choose to participate, you will receive 
10 extra credit points in TC 165 for completing the questionnaire. 
 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during the study.  For further information about 
the study contact Angela Perrier at 616-502-3099 or perrier@iastate.edu, Dr. Mary Lynn 
Damhorst (mldmhrst@iastate.edu, 515-294-9919, 1068 LeBaron Hall, Ames, IA), or Dr. Elena 
Karpova (karpova@iastate.edu, 515-294-9266, 1072 LeBaron Hall, Ames, IA).   If you have any 
questions regarding the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, please contact the 
IRB administrator, (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or the director, (515) 294-3115, Office of 
Research Assurances, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Angela Perrier  Dr. Mary Lynn Damhorst  Dr. Elena Karpova 
Graduate Student  Professor    Assistant Professor  
AESHM   AESHM    AESHM 
(616) 502-3099  (515) 294-9919   (515) 294-9266   
perrier@iastate.edu  mldmhrst@iastate.edu  karpova@iastate.edu 
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SUBJECT SIGNATURE 
 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study has 
been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document, and that your 
questions have been satisfactorily answered.  You will receive a copy of the signed and dated 
written informed consent prior to your participation in the study. 
 
             
Subject’s Name (printed)      
 
             
(Subject’s Signature)      (Date) 
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APPENDIX G: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
(Pre-test for manipulation) 
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Please examine the following fashion models and answer the questions below. 
  
 
                     
                 MODEL A                       MODEL B 
 
1.  Which model appears to be a lager body size?   ____________ 
 
2.  Which model appears to weigh more?                ____________ 
 
 
3.  What clothing size do you think model A is wearing? 
  
____ 0-1           ____ 2-3           ____4-5         ____6-7          ____8-9        ____10-11    
 
____12-13        ____14-15        ____16-17     ____18-19      ____20 and above   
 
 
4.  What clothing size do you think model B is wearing? 
 
____ 0-1           ____ 2-3           ____4-5         ____6-7          ____8-9        ____10-11    
 
____12-13        ____14-15        ____16-17     ____18-19      ____20 and above   
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                          MODEL C       MODEL D 
 
5.  Which model appears to be a lager body size?   ____________ 
 
6.  Which model appears to weigh more?                ____________ 
 
 
7.  What clothing size do you think model C is wearing? 
  
____ 0-1           ____ 2-3           ____4-5         ____6-7          ____8-9        ____10-11    
 
____12-13        ____14-15        ____16-17     ____18-19      ____20 and above   
 
 
8.  What clothing size do you think model D is wearing? 
 
____ 0-1           ____ 2-3           ____4-5         ____6-7          ____8-9        ____10-11    
 
____12-13        ____14-15        ____16-17     ____18-19      ____20 and above   
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MODEL E       MODEL F 
 
5.  Which model appears to be a lager body size?   ____________ 
 
6.  Which model appears to weigh more?                ____________ 
 
7.  What clothing size do you think model E is wearing? 
  
____ 0-1           ____ 2-3           ____4-5         ____6-7          ____8-9        ____10-11    
 
____12-13        ____14-15        ____16-17     ____18-19      ____20 and above   
 
 
8.  What clothing size do you think model F is wearing? 
 
____ 0-1           ____ 2-3           ____4-5         ____6-7          ____8-9        ____10-11    
 
____12-13        ____14-15        ____16-17     ____18-19      ____20 and above  
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APPENDIX H: INFORMNED CONCENT DOCUMENT 
 
(Current study) 
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Dear Participant: 
 
Please read the information that follows to decide whether or not you want to participate in this 
research.  You must be 18 or older to participate in this research study. 
 
The purpose of this research is to determine women’s attitudes towards the use of models of 
varying sizes in online and catalog shopping resources.  You are invited to participate in this 
study as your responses will provide valuable insight to this relatively unexplored topic. 
 
Your participation in this study will be completely voluntary and you may refuse to participate or 
leave the study at any time.  The questionnaire will take about 30 minutes of your time, and you 
may skip any questions that you do not wish to answer.  Your responses will not be associated 
with your name or personal information.  This survey is confidential.  Only the researcher and 
the supervising faculty will have access to the information provided during the survey, and it will 
be stored in a password protected computer file.  Your participation is greatly appreciated.   
 
During this study you will be asked to view a fashion model and answer an on-line survey.  You 
will be asked questions regarding your views and attitudes towards the model in the picture.  
Your responses will be used to explore consumer purchase intentions, perceived similarity to the 
model, perceived attraction to the model’s outfit, and body image. 
 
If you decide to participate in this study, there may be no direct benefit to you.  It is hoped that 
the information gained in this study will benefit consumers and retailers by giving a better 
understanding of attitudes towards plus sized and thinner women in advertisements.  There will 
be no costs for choosing to participate in this study.  If you choose to participate, your name will 
be entered into a drawing for a chance to win a $25 gift card for completing the questionnaire. 
 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during the study.  For further information about 
the study contact Angela Perrier at 616-502-3099 or perrier@iastate.edu, Dr. Mary Lynn 
Damhorst (mldmhrst@iastate.edu, 515-294-9919, 1068 LeBaron Hall, Ames, IA), or Dr. Elena 
Karpova (karpova@iastate.edu, 515-294-9266, 1072 LeBaron Hall, Ames, IA).   If you have any 
questions regarding the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, please contact the 
IRB administrator, (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or the director, (515) 294-3115, Office of 
Research Assurances, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Angela Perrier  Dr. Mary Lynn Damhorst  Dr. Elena Karpova 
Graduate Student  Professor    Assistant Professor  
AESHM   AESHM    AESHM 
(616) 502-3099  (515) 294-9919   (515) 294-9266   
perrier@iastate.edu  mldmhrst@iastate.edu  karpova@iastate.edu 
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Please check the agree to participate box that indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in 
this study, that the stud has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the 
document, and that your questions have been satisfactorily answered.  If you do not want to 
participate, please check the decline to participate box. 
 
 
 
 Agree to participate 
 
 
 
                 Decline to participate 
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APPENDIX I: STIMULI  
 
(Current study) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
106 
MODEL 1 
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
 
 
 
   MODEL 1A      MODEL 1B 
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MODEL 2 
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
 
 
 
  MODEL 2A     MODEL 2B   
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MODLE 3 
Torrid.com (October 1, 2007) 
 
 
  MODEL 3A     MODEL 3B 
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APPENDIX J: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
(Current study) 
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Consumer Attitudes Toward Models in Advertisements 
 
Section One: Please indicate the extent of how likely you would be to complete the 
following statements.  (Please circle ONE number on each line). 
 
 
 
 
1. How likely is it that you would purchase the top the 
model is wearing? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. How likely is it that you would purchase the entire outfit 
the model is wearing? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Based on the model’s appearance, what is the probability 
that you would purchase the outfit the model is wearing? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Based on the model’s outfit, that is the probability that 
you would purchase the outfit the model is wearing? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
Section Two: Please indicate the level to which you strongly agree or disagree with the 
following statements that best describe your own feelings.  (Please circle ONE number on 
each  
line).  
         
  
 
         
5. I feel that my overall lifestyle is similar to that of the model 
in the picture. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I feel that my dress is similar to what the model is wearing in 
the picture. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I feel that my appearance is similar to the model in the 
picture. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I feel that I have similar basic values with the model in the 
picture. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I feel similar to the model in terms of attractiveness. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I feel similar to the model in terms of body shape. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
Please indicate the level to which you strongly agree or disagree with the following 
statements that best describe your own feelings.  (Please circle ONE number on each line).  
Not likely at all          Very likely 
1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
Strongly disagree          Strongly agree 
  1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
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11. When I saw the model in the ad I am rating, I thought about 
how well or how badly I look compared to the model. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. When I see ads for personal care/cosmetic items, I think 
about how well or how badly I look compared to that model. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Ads for clothing make me feel dissatisfied with the way I 
look. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Ads for personal care/cosmetic items make me feel 
dissatisfied with the way I look. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I have wished I looked more like the models in personal 
care/cosmetic advertisements. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. When dressing for a special occasion or buying clothes, I 
look at ads to give me ideas about how I should look. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. When dressing for a special occasion of buying personal 
care/cosmetic items, I look at ads to give me ideas about how 
I should look. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
Section Three: Please indicate the level to which you strongly agree or disagree with the 
following attributes concerning your own similarity to the model.  (Please circle ONE 
number on each line). 
 
    
     
 
18.   Hairstyle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19.   Body shape 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20.   Height  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21.   Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22.   Face  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23.   Bust size  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24.   Hip size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25.   Waist size  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26.   Thigh shape 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27.   Arm shape 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
Strongly disagree          Strongly agree 
  1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
Strongly disagree          Strongly agree 
  1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
  
112 
Section Four: Please respond to the following questions based on your attitudes towards the 
model in the picture.  (Please circle ONE number on each line). 
 
 
  
 
 
28. How much do you like the model in the     
picture? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. How much do you like the clothing the model 
is wearing? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. How much are you attracted to the outfit the 
model is wearing in the picture? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
   
 
      
  Does the model in the picture look: 
 
31. Fashionable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. Current  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. Attractive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. Up-to-date 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
Section Five: Please examine the model and respond to the following questions.  How do 
you rate the model on the following characteristics?  (Please circle ONE number on each 
line). 
 
 
35.  Boring  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Interesting 
36.  Unappealing  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Appealing 
37.  Unimpressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impressive 
38.  Not eye catching 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Eye catching 
39.  Ugly  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Pretty 
40.  Not Credible  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Credible 
41. Not trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Trustworthy 
 
 
 
 
Strongly dislike           Strongly like 
1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
Strongly disagree          Strongly agree 
  1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
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Section Six: Please read the following attributes and think about your own personal feelings 
towards your body.  Then rate each attribute accordingly on the satisfaction scale. (Please 
circle ONE number on each line). 
      
 
 
 
42.   Hairstyle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      43.  Attractiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44.   Body shape 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45.  Height 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46.  Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47.  Face  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
48.  Bust size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
49.  Hip size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50.  Waist size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51.  Leg shape 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Section Seven: General information.  Please check of fill in the appropriate information. 
 
 
 
52. What size of clothing do you usually purchase? 
 
____ 0-1           ____ 2-3           ____4-5         ____6-7          ____8-9        ____10-11    
 
____12-13        ____14-15        ____16-17     ____18-19      ____20 and above   
 
 
 
53.  What is your age?__________ 
 
 
54.  What is your height in feet and inches? __________ 
 
 
55.  What is your weight in pounds? __________ 
 
 
56.  What is your ethnic identity, please check all that apply? 
 
_____ Caucasian or European American 
 
_____ Black or African American 
Strongly dissatisfied      Strongly satisfied 
    1---2---3---4---5---6---7 
  
114 
 
_____ Hispanic or Latino American 
 
_____ Asian or Asian American 
 
_____ Other  (please specify) _____________ 
 
 
57.  Are you a U.S. citizen?   ______ Yes       ______ No 
 
       If no, what is your nationality?______________ 
 
 
58.  What is your University classification? 
 
_____ freshman 
 
_____ sophomore 
 
_____ junior 
 
_____ senior 
 
_____ graduate student 
 
_____ special student 
 
 
 
 
*** If you would like to be entered into a random drawing for a twenty-five dollar gift card to 
either Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill or Target, please provide your Iowa State University e-
mail address.  Only Iowa State University e-mail addresses will be considered.   
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